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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  117 


WHEAT:  Amends  the  wheat-marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938  as  follows:  Increases  the  minimum  permissible 
national  wheat-acreage  allotment  from  55  million  to  62  million  acres, 
and  provides  that  the  referendum  with  respect  to  the  195U  wheat  crop 
may  be  held  as  late  as  August  l5>  1953.  Establishes  the  penalty  for 
exceeding  the  farm  marketing  quota  at  h5%  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  as  of  Lfay  1  of  the  crop  year.  Establishes  a  national  acreage 
reserve,  not  exceeding  of  the  national  allotment  to  be  apportioned 
to  counties  in  addition  to  the  regular  county  allotments  to  relieve 
inequity  resulting  from  the  rise  of  new  wheat  producing  areas;  provides 
that  the  acreage  reserve  for  new  wheat  farms  of  3%  of  the  allotted  acreage 
be  placed  on  a  State  level  (previously  on  a  county  level)  for  greater 
flexibility  of  use;  adds  nthe  past  acreage  of  wheat*'  as  another  factor 
in  establishing  farm  wheat  allotments;  and  limits  the  so-called  Barden 
amendment  protection  to  wheat  farms  acquired  only  from  1950  (previously 
19U0)  by  the  LT.  S.  for  national-defense  purposes. 
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THURSDAY,  JUNE  4,  1953 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  a.  m.,  in  room  1310, 
|  New  House  Office  Building,  the  Honorable  Clifford  R.  Hope,  chair¬ 
man,  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Hope  (chairman),  Andresen,  Hill,  Hoeven, 
Dague,  Harvey,  Belcher,  Mclntire,  Golden,  Williams,  King,  Harrison, 
Cooley,  Poage,  Albert,  Polk,  and  Wheeler. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

The  committee  will  consider  H.  R.  5451,  introduced  by  the  chair¬ 
man,  who  will  be  here  shortly. 

(The  bill  H.  R.  5451  is  as  follows:) 

[H.  R.  5451,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
'  amended,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  301  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (8)  the  language  “during  the  ten  calendar 
years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and  during  the  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton,” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “during  the  five  calendar  years”;  and 
by  deleting  the  language  “and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  cotton 
for  trends  in  yields.” 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (A)  the  language  “per  acre  of  corn  or 
|  wheat”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “per  acre  of  the  commodity”; 

by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language  “ten  calendar 
years”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn,  and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of 
wheat,”;  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language  “weather 
conditions  and”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn,  but  not  in  the  case  of  wheat, 
for”;  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  the  language  “ten  calendar  years”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “ten  or  five  calendar  years,  as  the  case  may 
be,”;  and  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  the  language  “ten  years”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “ten  or  five  years”. 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (E)  the  language  “and  wheat,  but  not  in 
the  case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “,  but 
not  in  the  case  of  cotton,  wheat,  or  peanuts”  :  and  striking  out  the  language  “and 
wheat,  and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  language  “and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton,  wheat, 
or  peanuts”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words  “The  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new  sentence  to  read  as  follows: 
“The  reserve  acreage  set  aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall 
be  used  to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county  allotments 
made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of 
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counties  for  additional  allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  five  calendar  years  immediately 
preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  the  word  “ten”  wherever  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “five”. 

(d)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words  “The  State  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof 
for  apportionment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(e)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  after  the  words  “on  the 
basis  of”  the  language  “past  acreage  of  wheat,”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  the  words  “such 
county”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

(g)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the  figure  “1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  bv  striking  out  the  figure  “200”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure 
“400”. 

Sec.  4.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55  Stat.  203),  as  amended, 
is  Amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  the  language  “50 
per  centum  of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  cooperators  for  such 
marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act  and  this  resolution.”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  the 
commodity,  as  of  August  1  and  May  1,  respectively,  of  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  crop  is  harvested.”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the  figure  “15”  wherever  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “25”. 

Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  less  than  sixty-six  million  acres. 

Sec.  6.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  this  Act  shall  become  effective  with  respect  to 
the  1954  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  amend  the  wheat-marketing-quota 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  first  witness  will  be  Mr.  Howard  H.  Gordon,  Administrator, 
PMA,  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Gordon,  we  will  be  very  glad  to  hear  you  if  you  will  take  a  chair 
there. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  H.  GORDON,  ADMINISTRATOR,  PMA, 
UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  am  very  happy  to  be  here  before  this  committee 
this  morning,  but  I  am  going  to  have  to  be  frank  and  say  that  I 
haven’t  had  as  much  time  for  preparations  as  I  should  have  liked, 
and  I  do  have  with  me  representatives  of  the  Grain  Branch  and  m}r 
executive  assistant  who  have  been  working  on  this  bill;  and  I  will 
appreciate  it  if  you  will  let  me  call  on  them  from  time  to  time. 

The  Chairman.  Who  is  with  you  from  the  Grain  Branch? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Mr.  Walker  is  here  from  the  Grain  Branch,  and  Air. 
Holm,  my  executive  assistant  is  here  also.  I  would  be  glad  if  both  of 
those  would  sit  here  with  me. 

The  Chairman.  They  may  bring  a  chair  up  to  the  table  with  you  if 
they  so  desire. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  have  a  statement  here  which  I  will  read  if  you  will 
permit,  please,  sir. 

We  start  out  with  “Definitions.” 

1.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1  of  the  bill  would  change  the  definition 
of  “national  average  yield,”  as  applied  to  wheat,  to  provide  that  such 
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national  average  yield  shall  be  based  on  the  national  average  yield  per 
acre  of  wheat  during  the  preceding  5  calendar  years  instead  of  10, 
with  adjustments  only  for  abnormal  weather  conditions.  This  change 
would  facilitate  the  determination  of  the  national  average  yield  on  a 
basis  which  would  more  realistically  reflect  the  current  geographic 
pattern  of  wheat  yield.  It  is  not  expected  that  the  national  average 
yield  so  determined  would  be  appreciably  different  from  a  determina¬ 
tion  based  on  a  10-year  period.  The  use  of  a  5-year  period  would 
eliminate  the  need  for  making  adjustments  for  trends  in  yield  and 
would  be  consistent  with  provisions  of  the  bill  for  apportioning  the 
national  acreage  allotment  among  States  and  counties  on  the  basis  of 
a  5-year  period.  It  would  also  bring  these  determinations  for  wheat 
in  line  with  cotton,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

2.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1  of  the  bill  would  change  the  definition 
of  “normal  yield”  for  any  county,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  to  provide 
that  such  normal  yield  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  average 
yield  per  acre  during  the  preceding  5  calendar  years  instead  of  10, 
with  adjustments  only  for  abnormal  weather  conditions.  This  change 
is  considered  necessary  in  order  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  of  the  county  in  relation  to  current  farming  operations  and 
to  place  the  determination  of  county  normal  yields  on  a  comparable 
basis  with  the  determination  of  the  national  average  yield.  As 
changed,  the  term  “normal  yield”  for  any  county,  in  the  case  of 
wheat,  would  become  uniform  with  that  already  established  for  cot¬ 
ton,  peanuts,  and  rice. 

3.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  1  of  the  bill  would  change  the  definition 
of  “normal  yield”  for  any  farm,  as  applied  to  wheat,  to  provide  that 
such  normal  yield  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  average  yield 
per  acre  during  the  preceding  5  calendar  years  instead  of  10,  with 
adjustments  only  for  abnormal  weather  conditions.  This  change  is 
considered  necessary,  even  more  so  than  for  the  national  average 
yield  and  the  county  normal  yield,  in  order  to  more  accurately  re¬ 
flect  the  current  state  of  productivity  of  the  farm  in  relation  to  cur¬ 
rent  farming  operations  and  to  place  the  determination  of  farm 
normal  yield  on  a  comparable  basis  with  the  determination  of  county 
normal  yields.  As  changed,  the  term  “normal  yield”  for  any  farm 
would  become  uniform  for  the  commodities  cotton,  wheat,  rice,  and 
peanuts. 

APPORTIONMENT  OF  NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

1.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  provide  for  the 
establishment  and  apportionment  of  a  national  acreage  reserve  not 
to  exceed  1  percent  of  the  national  allotment.  Based  on  past  ex¬ 
perience  it  has  been  found  that  there  is  a  definite  need  for  a  reserve 
acreage  for  apportionment  to  counties  in  addition  to  the  regular 
county  allotments.  This  reserve  is  needed  primarily  because  of  the 
short  history  of  many  farms  in  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
where  the  acreage  of  wheat  has  expanded  rapidly  in  recent  years. 
The  establishment  of  such  reserve  would  permit  the  alleviation  of 
inequities  by  administrative  action,  which  in  the  past  has  required 
special  legislation  such  as  Public  Law  272,  81st  Congress. 

2.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  change  the  base 
period  for  apportioning  the  national  and  State  acreage  allotments 
among  States  and  counties  from  10  years  to  5  years.  The  use  of  a 
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5-year  base  period  would  be  more  representative  of  the  geographic 
pattern  of  current  wheat  production  operations.  The  effect  of  using  a 
5-year  period  would  be  to  obtain  a  more  equitable  apportionment  of 
the  national  allotment  consistent  with  the  wheat  production  pattern 
established  subsequent  to  the  period  in  which  abnormal  production 
shifts  were  induced  by  wartime  conditions. 

3.  Subsections  (d)  and  (f)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  place  the 
acreage  reserve  for  “new”  wheat  farms  on  a  State  basis.  Under  ex¬ 
isting  wheat  legislation,  the  reserve  for  new  farms  is  fixed  at  not  to 
exceed  3  percent  of  the  county  allotment.  It  has  been  found  that 
such  county  reserve  is  inadequate  in  many  of  the  counties  where  the 
total  acreage  seeded  to  wheat  is  relatively  small,  and  it  is  believed  that 
a  State  reserve  would  permit  more  flexibility  and  result  in  fairer  and 
more  equitable  new  farm  allotments.  Enactment  of  the  bill  would 
result  in  new  farm  reserve  acreages  on  a  State  basis  for  all  the  basic 
commodities  except  tobacco  and  peanuts,  which  are  on  a  national 
basis,  and  corn  for  which  there  are  no  provisions  for  new  farms. 

4*.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  add  “the  past  acreage 
of  wheat”  as  an  additional  factor  to  be  considered  in  establishing  farm 
wheat  allotments.  In  the  administration  of  previous  programs  the 
past  acreage  of  wheat  has  been  used  to  reflect  the  factors  of  tillable 
acres,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography  specified  in 
the  act  for  establishing  farm  acreage  allotments.  However,  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  desirable  that  past  acreage  of  wheat  be  given  specific  recogni¬ 
tion  in  the  act,  which  would  be  comparable  to  the  corresponding  pro¬ 
visions  applying  to  tobacco,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Gordon,  right  at  this  point,  I  get  a  good  many 
complaints  from  farmers  who  say  that  they  have  been  following  sound 
conservation  practices,  good  farming  practices,  and  carrying  out  what 
the  Extension  Service  calls  balanced  farming.  And  they  have  ob¬ 
jected  because  they  say  in  the  past  too  much  consideration  has  been 
given  to  past  acreage. 

Now,  in  what  way  would  this  new  language  affect  the  situation 
that  these  people  ere  complaining  aoout? 

Mr.  Gordon.  'Well,  as  I  understand,  past  acreage  has  been  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  past.  It  has  not  been  in  the  act.  This  would  formalize 
it.  Now  that  would  not  relieve  the  criticism  that  you  suggest,  of 
course. 

The  Chairman.  Is  it  intended  this  factor  be  given  any  greater 
weight  than  has  been  the  case  in  the  past? 

Mr.  Gordon.  It  is  not  intended  to  give  it  any  greater  weight  than 
it  has  been  given  in  the  past  but  to  formalize  the  fact  in  the  act  itseh. 

The  Chairman.  And  in  giving  the  consideration,  it  would  be  only 
one  factor  along  with  several  others  by  which  the  county  committee 
would  determine  the  allotment  for  any  particular  farm? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Albert.  Along  that  line,  don’t  you  think  the  county  com¬ 
mittees  like  to  hold  rigidly  to  the  history  of  the  farm? 

The  Chairman.  That  is  one  reason  I  am  raising  the  question. 
I  think  that  has  been  done  in  the  past.  And  I  think  it  is  necessary 
to  do  it  up  to  a  cartaia  point. 

I  just  wondered  if  you  were  emphasizing  it  more  by - 

Air.  Gordon.  This  would  not  increase  the  emphasis  on  it  at  all. 
But  we  did  feel  that  it  should  be  formalized. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Andresen. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Now,  as  I  understand  the  legislation,  it  provides 
that  every  farmer  can  raise  up  to  25  acres  of  wheat.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Well — — 

Mr.  Andresen.  Does  he  have  to  have  a  history  of  raising  wheat 
before  he  can  plant  the  25  acres  that  would  be  permitted  under  the 
provision  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  are  getting  way  ahead  of  ourselves,  Mr.  Andresen. 
I  wonder  if  we  could  wait  until  we  get  to  that  section. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  we  were  talking  here  about  a  history.  Now, 
does  a  new  farmer  in  wheat  production  have  to  have  a  history  of 
raising  wheat  before  he  can  plant  the  minimum  amount  allowed? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Well,  as  the  chairman  just  pointed  out,  your  past 
histroy  is  just  1  of  the  5  factors  that  would  be  considered. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  let  me  ask  this  question.  Mr.  Andresen  is 
referring  to  a  later  provision  in  the  bill  which  raises  the  limit  from 
15  acres  to  25  acres  of  the  acreage  which  would  not  be  subject  to 
marketing  quotas. 

Now,  that,  as  I  understand  it,  does  not  in  any  way  affect  acreage 
allotments.  It  makes  no  change  in  the  acreage  allotment  provisions, 
so  that  the  farmer’s  allotment  would  not  be  in  any  way  affected  by  the 
25-acre  provision  and  his  eligibility  for  price  supports  would  depend 
upon  whether  or  not  he  complied  with  his  acreage  allotments;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  take  it  then  that  a  man  would  have  to  have  a 
history  in  wheat  production  before  he  could  plant  his  25  acres. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  would  like  to  ask  this  gentleman,  Mr.  Walker,  to 
reply  specifically  to  that. 

Mr.  Walker.  Specifically  your  question  is:  Would  a  new  wheat  pro¬ 
ducer  have  to  have  a  history  before  he  could  plant  up  to  25  acres 
under  the  marketing-quota  exemption? 

Mr.  Andresen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  The  new  wheat  producer  does  not  have  a  history  to 
start  with;  but  he  may  produce  up  to  that  amount  without  any 
penalties  under  the  marketing-quota  provisions. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  am  thinking  of  what  is  taking  place  in  certain 
areas  of  the  country  where  they  are  going  out  of  one  type  of  farming 
and  they  are  searching  around  to  find  crops  that  they  can  plant  in  their 
area.  My  district  happens  to  be  a  typical  district,  because  the  farmers 
there  are  going  out  of  the  dairy  business  and  they  are  going  into  the 
soybean  and  wheat  and  barley  and  oats  production — cash  grains. 

Now,  under  the  old  law,  they  would  be  precluded  from  going  into 
these  new  grains  if  we  have  marketing  quotas,  excepting  to  the  extent 
of  15  acres;  and  if  they  did  not  have  a  history  on  wheat  production, 
at  least  within  the  past  50  years,  they  might  find  it  exceedingly  diffi¬ 
cult  to  raise  wheat,  without  a  penalty. 

And  that  is  what  I  want  to  get  clear. 

Mr.  Walker.  Even  though  lie  is  a  new  farmer,  if  he  does  not  exceed 
that  minimum  limitation  for  marketing  quotas,  he  would  not  have  any 
penalty;  he  would  not  be  interfered  with  in  his  production  and 
marketing. 
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However,  he  would  not  be  eligible  for  price  support  under  the 
price-support  program  unless  he  had  an  allotment  and  planted  within 
that  allotment,  even  though  his  acreage  is  below  the  minimum  for 
marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Then  he  has  to  show  a  history  of  wheat  production 
before  he  can  be  eligible  for  the  price-support  program. 

Mr.  Walker.  No.  He  can  make  application  for  a  new  farm  allot¬ 
ment.  And  if  he  receives  a  new  farm  allotment,  and  plants  within 
that  allotment,  he  is  eligible  for  price  support. 

Mr.  Albert.  But  each  State  is  limited  to  this  3  percent  as  to  how 
much — how  many  allotments  they  have. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  can  visualize  that  if  this  marketing-quota  law 
goes  into  operation,  there  may  be  in  my  State,  alone,  thirty  or  forty 
thousand  new  farmers  going  into  wheat  production. 

Mr.  Albert.  You  will  not  have  enough  reserve  to  put  them  all 
under  the  3-percent  State  reserve. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  they  must  plant  something. 

Mr.  Albert.  They  can  plant  wheat  without  coming  under  price 
supports. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Just  to  clarify  this  for  myself  on  this  point: 
Wherein  does  this  paragraph  4 — let  me  see  whether  I  am  in  the  same 
paragraph — of  the  past  acreage  of  wheat — is  that  circumscribed  by  the 
preceding  5-year  record  of  acreage  or  will  this  adjustment  be  provided 
for  in  subsection  (e)  here  of  section  2  (b)  in  addition  to  the  historical 
base  of  5  years  under  this  bill? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  hope  I  understand  you  question. 

The  inclusion  of  past  history  for  the  farmer  in  the  determination 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  would  make  a  fifth  factor  to  be  con¬ 
sidered.  As  it  stands  now,  the  factors  to  be  considered  are:  the  type 
of  soil,  the  topography  of  the  land,  the  rotation  system  followed  on 
the  farm,  and  the  tillable  acres. 

In  the  past  we  have  had  to  get  the  history  of  production  of  wheat 
and  other  crops  on  the  farm  in  order  that  we  could  determine  the 
tillable  acres  and  the  rotation  system  followed. 

Now,  some  history  in  the  past  has  been  used  in  the  determination 
of  farm  acreage  allotments,  either  directly  or  indirectly  as  it  had  a 
bearing  upon  those  four  factors. 

All  this  is  just  to  formalize  the  use  of  history  as  a  factor  to  be 
considered  by  the  county  committee  in  the  determination  of  individual 
farm  acreage  allotment. 

Mr.  McIntire.  But  all  within  the  limitation  of  the  historical  basis. 
In  other  words,  the  four  previous  factors  and  now  a  fifth  is  used  to 
determine  the  wheat  acreage  up  to  the  acreage  on  the  historical  base. 

Now,  would  this  past  acreage  factor  be  a  justification  to  break 
through  the  acreage  established  on  the  purely  historical  base? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  might  and  might  not.  It  depends  upon  the  action 
of  the  county  committee  and  upon  the  situation  that  they  find  the 
farm  in. 

For  instance  if  the  history  is  low  due  to  abnormal  weather  conditions 
or  something  like  that,  certainly  they  would  bust  through  that 
history.  They  would  delete  the  low  history  from  consideration  and 
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determine  for  that  farm  an  acreage  allotment  comparable  to  other 
similar  farms. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  history  might  be  high  because  of  some  fac¬ 
tors.  It  might  be  the  failure  of  some  other  crop,  or  it  might  be  a 
change  in  the  farming"  practice,  such  as  going  from  wheat  production 
to  beef  cattle  production,  or  such  as  going  to  dairy  farming — in  which 
case  he  needs  pasture — and  the  history  of  the  farm  in  this  case  would 
be  high. 

Therefore,  they  might  disregard  that  history  if  these  facts  are  shown 
to  be  true  and  determine  for  the  farm  an  acreage  allotment  based 
upon  the  other  factors. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Then  the  historical  basis  which  was  previously  10 
years,  then  under  this  bill  would  be  5  years,  does  not  form  then  a 
ceiling  on  this  particular  farm  operations.  These  other  factors  might 
be  used  as  a  vehicle  to  break  through  the  historical  acreage  of  the 
I  operation. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  believe  I  can  help  you  out  now  because  I  am  catch¬ 
ing  up  with  you. 

The  10-year  and  the  5-year  history  that  we  are  talking  about  is  for 
purposes  of  apportioning  the  national  allotment  to  States  and  to 
counties.  Instead  of  going  on  a  10-year  history,  we  go  on  a  more 
recent  5-year  history  in  the  apportionment  of  the  national  allotment. 

Now,  the  history  we  are  talking  about  here  is  for  the  individual 
farm,  and  we  are  currently  obtaining  that  history  for  the  1954  pro¬ 
gram — we  are  getting  the  history  for  the  past  3  years — it  isn’t  the  5 
years  or  the  10  years;  we  get  enough  material  and  information  on  the 
farm  so  that  the  county  committee  will  have  a  basis  for  determining 
for  that  farm  an  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop.  And  it  is  not 
connected  with  the  5 -year  base  or  the  10-year  base. 

Mr.  McIntire.  And  all  of  these  adjustments  on  the  farm  level 
must  be  kept  within  the  county  allotment  which  was  based  on  the 
historical  figure  of  5  years  and  this  is  just  another  factor  which  can 
be  considered  at  the  farm  level  to  determine  the  place  of  this  indi¬ 
vidual  farm  operation  within  the  overall  quotas  that  is  followed. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct. 

I  The  Chairman.  I  presume  that  I  am  correct  in  this  theory,  in  the 
absence  of  some  evidence  to  the  contrary:  that  in  case  of  a  farm  which 
has  been  growing  wheat  for  a  number  of  years,  it  would  be  considered 
that  wheat  growing  was  logically  a  sound  farming  practice. 

We  are  giving  weight  to  it  on  that  theory — that  the  history  of  the 
farm  itself  demonstrates  that  it  is  a  farm  suitable  for  wheat  growing. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Gordon.  It  might  be  helpful  to  point  out  that  we  have  got 
the  Nation  and  State  on  a  past-acreage  basis;  and  this  simply  takes 
it  on  down  to  the  individual  farm. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Well,  there  seems  to  be  no  further  questions.  You  may  proceed, 
Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Gordon.  5.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  limit 
the  protection  of  the  so-called  Barden  amendment  to  owners  of  wheat 
farms  acquired  in  1950  or  thereafter  by  the  United  States  for  national 
defense  purposes.  As  originally  enacted  on  February  6,  1942,  the 
provision  extended  protection  to  owners  of  wheat  farms  so  acquired 
in  1940  or  thereafter. 
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It  is  felt  that  owners  whose  farms  were  acquired  by  the  Federal 
Government  during  the  10-year  period,  1940  through  1949,  have 
either  received  the  benefits  of  the  Barden  amendment  as  originally 
enacted  or  have  been  able  to  build  up  sufficient  wheat-producing 
history  during  such  period  so  as  to  assure  themselves  of  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  when  acreage  allotments  are  in  effect.  Also, 
the  administration  of  the  provision  as  originally  enacted  would  be 
exceedingly  difficult  because  of  the  lack  of  adequate  records  of  farming 
operations  on  individual  farms  for  the  years  prior  to  1950. 

MARKETING  QUOTAS 

1.  Section  3  of  the  bill  would  change  the  farm  buslielage  exemption 
from  marketing  quotas  from  200  bushels  to  400  bushels.  The  effect 
of  the  change  would  make  the  bushelage  exemption  comparable  to 
the  acreage  exemption  contained  in  section  4  (b)  of  the  bill. 

2.  Section  4  (b-)  of  the  bill  would  change  the  farm  acreage  exemption 
from  marketing  quotas  from  15  acres  to  25  acres.  A  great  majority 
of  farmers  growing  25  acres  or  less  of  wheat  are  following  crop-rotation 
systems  involving  the  use  of  wheat  as  a  nurse  crop  in  the  seeding  of 
legumes  and  grasses.  The  quantity  of  wheat  represented  by  such 
producers  is  relatively  small.  Therefore,  exempting  these  small  pro¬ 
ducers  from  marketing  quotas  would  have  no  significant  effect  on  the 
total  quantity  of  wheat  produced  for  market,  and  would  permit  them 
to  continue  their  normal  cropping  operations  without  being  subjected 
to  marketing  penalties.  The  Department  is  concerned  over  the  dis¬ 
ruptions  in  crop  rotations,  land-use  practices,  and  farming  patterns 
caused  by  the  imposition  of  production  controls.  At  the  same  time, 
there  would  be  no  impairment  of  the  privilege  of  these  small  farmers 
of  obtaining  price  support  if  they  choose  to  comply  with  their  acreage 
allotments.  In  addition,  the  decrease  in  the  number  of  farmers  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  controls  would  result  in  considerable  administrative 
economies. 

The  proposed  change  in  the  law,  increasing  the  exemption  level 
from  marketing  quotas  from  15  acres  or  200  bushels  to  25  acres  or 
400  bushels,  would  increase  the  percentage  of  exempt  wheat  farms 
from  an  estimated  51.6  percent  to  64,8  percent,  or  by  13.2  percent. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  percentage  of  total  acreage  so  affected  would 
be  increased  from  9.5  percent  to  16.5  percent,  or  only  by  7  percent. 

On  the  basis  of  a  5  year  average  acreage  and  production  applied 
against  the  1950  distribution  of  allotments,  it  is  estimated  that  12.2 
percent  of  the  production  is  currently  exempt  from  marketing  quotas 
and  that  under  the  proposed  minimum  this  exemption  would  be 
increased  to  20.5  percent. 

It  would  be  erroneous  to  assume  that  no  reduction  in  acreage 
would  be  made  by  the  producers  so  exempted.  Acreage  allotments 
would  be  established  for  farms  under  25  acres  regardless  of  the 
exemptions  from  marketing  quotas.  Compliance  with  such  allot¬ 
ments  would  be  prerequisite  to  eligibility  for  price  support. 

One  effect  of  this  change  would  be  to  offer  64.8  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  small  wheat  producers  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their 
own  initiative  and  judgment  as  to  whether  the  benefits  of  price 
support  justify  the  disruption  to  their  farming  program  which  would 
be  caused  by  compliance  with  acreage  allotments.  Since  only  20.5 
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percent  of  the  total  production  is  involved  and  past  experience  indi¬ 
cates  a  relativel}7  high  percentage  of  complaince  with  wheat  acreage 
allotments,  we  clo  not  believe  the  effectiveness  of  production  controls 
would  be  impaired  by  this  change.  We  believe  the  freeing  of  a 
larger  group  from  marketing  quota  penalties  and  the  resultant 
decrease  in  administrative  problems  make  this  a  desirable  change. 

Mr.  Hill.  Before  you  go  into  the  question,  let  me  ask  you  a 
question  on  this  exemption  program  on  page  5. 

The  increasing  exemption  would  go  from  18.5  up  to  a  little  over 
20  percent.  In  other  words,  you  have  20  percent  of  the  wheat  crop 
not  covered  at  all;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  right.  By  marketing  quotas,  there  would 
be  acreage  allotments. 

Mr.  Hill.  But  it  is  not  covered  on  marketing  quotas,  and  that  is 
what  affects  the  market.  It  is  the  marketing  quotas  that  affect  the 
market  and  not  acreage  at  all.  Because  you  can  have  all  kinds  of 
acreage  and  failure,  and  your  market  will  go  up. 

You  have  made  no  provision  for  farmers  feeding  wheat.  How  do 
you  get  around  that  when  a  man  feeds  his  own  wheat.  The  farmer 
who  markets  his  wheat  on  the  market  and  the  farmer  who  grows  it  for 
feed,  you  are  still  going  to  put  them  in  the  same  category?  I  mean 
for  feed. 

Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Hill,  up  to  the  25  acres  he  can  do  as  he  pleases 
with  the  wheat.  But  if  he  plants  more  than  25  acres,  he  will  be 
subject  to  marketing  quotas.  And  the  feeding  of  wheat  under  the 
law  is  the  same  as  marketing  wheat  under  the  law. 

Mr.  Hill.  That  is  what  you  rule. 

Mr.  Walker.  No.  It  has  not  been  ruled:  that  is  the  law.  The 
feeding  of  wheat  is  considered  marketing  of  wheat. 

Mr.  Hill.  Of  course,  that  does  not  change  my  question,  be¬ 
cause  what  I  am  driving  at  is  how  that  would  affect  the  market; 
regardless  of  what  the  law  says,  if  you  are  going  to  let  these  fellows 
grow  20y2  percent  of  all  the  wheat  in  the  United  States  and  market 
it  in  any  way  they  please,  if  they  just  keep  their  acreage  correct, 
how  in  the  world  are  you  going  to  have  any  effect  on  the  general 
marketing  of  wheat? 

As  long  as  you  leave  20  percent  free — 20  percent  of  the  bushels  of 
wheat — •could  be  free  and  above  market  controls;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Walker.  As  it  stands  now,  with  the  15-acre  exemption, 
12.2  percent  of  the  production  is  already  exempted. 

Now,  all  this- - 

Mr.  Hill.  What  I  am  saving  is  that  you  are  going  to  have  20  more. 

Mr.  Walker.  It  just  moves  from  12  percent  up  to  20. 

Now,  the  point  that  you  are  bringing  up  is:  are  we  in  a  position 
to  appraise  the  effects  of  this  raising  it  from  12  up  to  20  would  have 
on  the  markets? 

Well,  I  dont  know  whether  anybody  is  in  a  position  to  really  give 
you  an  answer  to  that;  but  the  fact  still  remains  that  you  would 
have  80  percent  of  your  production  of  wheat,  and  really  that  is  the 
commercial  wheat,  that  would  be  under  marketing  quotas.  Out  of 
a  normal  crop  that  would  mean  about  900  million  bushels  of  wheat 
would  come  under  the  marketing  quotas  provisions. 

Mr.  Hill.  Let  me  tell  you  what  is  behind  my  question. 
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You  say  right  in  here  that  you  are  doing  it  for  one  purpose  only. 
You  are  doing  it  to  get  away  from  the  expense  of  administering  the 
program.  Now,  if  that  is  the  reason  you  are  doing  it,  what  I  want  to 
know  is  why  you  are  proposing  it;  because  I  frankly  confess  to  you  I  do 
not  think  it  will  work.  Because  Michigan  is  a  typical  example — or 
Missouri— and  you  heard  Mr.  Andresen  here.  What  are  these  folks 
going  to  grow?  Why,  you  know  what  you  are  going  to  grow;  you  are 
going  to  grow  wheat,  as  he  has  already  told  you. 

Now,  if  you  are  going  to  do  that  then  you  come  along  and  com¬ 
plicate  the  wheat  program  by  saying  “We  will  just  give  you  more  of 
a  chance  to  knock  the  whole  thing  in  the  head.” 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  yield  there? 

Mr.  Hill.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  that  is  going  to  offer 
any  inducements  as  I  see  it  to  a  farmer  to  grow  wheat  that  he  would 
not  have  if  there  were  no  acreage  allotments  and  no  marketing  quotas. 
This  bill  in  itself  does  not  stimulate  the  production  of  wheat. 

All  it  does,  this  feature  of  it — I  would  say  it  does  roughly  what  we 
have  in  the  corn  program  now  with  commercial  com  acreage  and 
noncommercial  corn  acreage.  Of  course,  we  substantially  liave  that 
on  wheat  now  to  the  extent  of  15  acres.  But  your  question  would 
imply  that,  there  was  something  in  this  bill  which  stimulated  the 
production  of  wheat. 

Now,  I  don’t  think  there  is. 

Mr.  Hill.  Well,  I  did  not  mean  to  say  it  would  stimulate  it;  but 
the  natural  thing  for  a  farmer  to  do  if  he  quits  dairying  is  to  go  into 
some  kind  of  crop  production;  and  I  know  of  nothing  that  is  easier 
to  grow  than  wheat.  If  the  farmer  has  the  land  and  has  the  climate, 
there  is  nothing  easier  to  grow  than  wheat. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  would  like  to  point  out,  Mr.  Hill,  that  I  did  say  in 
here  that  the  record  of  these  small  producers  on  compliance  with 
acreage  allotments  is  exceptionally  good.  And  that  they  have  kept 
well  within  their  acreage  allotments,  generally  speaking. 

Nowq  our  references  here  to  administrative  economies  is  just  simply 
in  passing  that  there  could  and  would  be  some.  I  want  to  say  further 
that  the  wheat  advisory  committee  to  the  Secretary  which  met  some 
months  ago,  did  ask  for  a  clear  delineation  of  commercial  wheat  areas, 
and  this  proposal  here  would  tend  to  accomplish  that  to  some  extent. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  frankly  confess  to  you  that  I  think  it  will  do  exactly 
the  opposite.  I  do  not  think  for  a  minute  that  it  will  do  the  thing 
you  are  thinking  about.  In  other  words,  you  are  going  to  make  it 
easy  for  a  small  farmer  to  put  his  acreage  into  wheat.  There  is  no 
question  about  it. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Now,  the  thing  that  does  concern  the  Department  is 
the  possible  reaction  of  this  large  body  of  small  producers  to  wdiat 
amounts  to  disfranchisement — the  elimination  of  their  eligibility  to 
vote  in  connection  with  the  referendum. 

Mr.  Hill.  We  just  as  well  face  the  music,  because  there  is  no  easy 
way  to  control  wheat.  In  my  own  thinking,  there  is  no  possible  way 
for  us  to  control  wheat  acreage  or  bushels  of  production  without  really 
hurting  some  segment  or  some  section  of  the  wheat-growing  area 
in  the  country. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  you  this,  Mr.  Gordon,  in  connection 
with  Mr.  Hill’s  question: 
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You  made  a  reference  a  while  ago  to  the  fact  that  there  had  been  a 
high  percentage  of  compliance  with  acreage  allotments  on  the  part  of 
small  wheat  producers.  Now,  I  take  it  that  those  are  the  small 
producers  who  market  their  wheat  on  the  market  and  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  price-support  program  because  they  are  interested  in  the 
price. 

Now,  there  are  some  others  perhaps  who  grow  wheat  for  feed  on 
the  farm.  And  they  are  not  interested  too  much  in  the  price-support 
program,  and  they  probably  would  not  be  affected  by  the  question 
of  whether  or  not  they  comply  with  the  acreage-allotment  program. 

But  those  are  not  commercial  producers.  Their  wheat  does  not 
get  on  the  market.  And  is  it  a  reasonable  assumption  that  those 
who  would  market  their  wheat — and  wheat  would  become  a  factor  to 
the  market — are  likely  to  comply  with  the  acreage  allotments  and 
\that  those  who  do  not  comply  are  in  the  main  farmers  whose  wheat 
Jtloes  not  go  on  the  market? 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  think  that  is  a  reasonable  assumption. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  most  wheat  that  is  grown  generally  goes  to 
the  market.  There  is  a  limited  amount  that  goes  to  feed.  It  is 
entirely  different  when  you  come  down  to  corn.  I  know  when  we 
had  the  corn  program  up  here  and  the  allotments  were  made  when 
we  had  control  over  corn  and  acreage  that  in  my  section  at  that  time 
you  were  not  permitted  to  plant  enough  corn  to  fill  the  silos  without 
violating  the  acreage  allotment. 

What  I  am  going  to  ask  you  now  is  going  to  be  very,  very  important 
to  a  lot  of  people  out  in  the  areas  where  they  are  going  through  a 
revolutionary  period  in  farm  production. 

Now,  the  news  stories  that  have  gone  out  have  indicated  that  the 
acreage  will  be  increased  from  around  some  55,000,000  acres  of  wheat 
to  66,000,000.  And  that  there  would  be  no  control  over  25  acres  of 
wheat  and  that  the  minimum  acreage  to  allow  without  marketing 
quotas  would  be  15  acres,  which  has  been  increased  to  25  acres. 

\  Now,  I  have  also  understood  that  one  reason  for  increasing  the 
Jhcreage  was  to  eliminate  the  number  of  farmers  who  would  vote  in 
the  referendum.  By  increasing  it  to  25  acres,  that  would  limit  it — - 
limit  the  number  that  could  vote  in  the  referendum.  Is  that  partially 
correct  as  I  stated? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Now,  we  did  not  write  this  bill,  Mr.  Andresen. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  thought  the  news  stories  had  come  from  the 
Department.  But,  be  that  as  it  may,  under  this  bill,  I  want  to  ask 
you  one  specific  question.  Here  is  a  farmer  who  has  not  produced 
any  wheat  in  my  area  since  1898.  He  has  been  producing  corn  and 
rye  and  barley  and  oats  for  feed  to  livestock.  Now,  he  has  gone  out 
of  the  dairy  business. 

Mr.  Hill  suggested  he  ought  to  go  into  beef  cattle.  Well,  we  have 
too  many  beef  cattle  now.  And  so  he  is  searching  around  for  a  cash 
crop. 

Now,  here  is  this  man.  He  has  not  planted  wheat  for  55  years  on 
this  farm.  Now,  just  what  can  he  do  without  violating  the  law  and 
securing  the  benefits  of  any  support  program? 

Mr.  Walker.  He  can  make  application  to  his  county  committee 
for  a  new  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment.  And  if,  upon  considering 
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his  situation,  they  grant  him  a  new  farm  acreage  allotment,  and  he 
plants  within  that  acreage  allotment,  he  will  be  eligible  for  price 
supports.  If  that  allotment  should  be  more  than  this  minimum  he 
would  also  not  be  subject  to  penalty  under  marketing  quotas  because 
he  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  market-quota  provision. 

Mr.  Andresen.  In  other  words,  then,  for  a  new  man  going  into 
wdieat  production,  he  cannot  plant  the  25  acres  unless  he  is  given  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  from  the  committee?  They  may  give  him 
3  acres;  they  may  give  him  5. 

Mr.  Walker.  And  they  may  give  him  50. 

Mr.  Gordon.  And  now  he  would  be  eligible  for  price  supports — you 
want  to  add  that. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Yes.  That  is  what  I  said — to  be  eligible  under  the 
support  program. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes. 

Mr.  AndresEn.  So  if  the  county  committee  decides  that  this  new 
farmer,  if  he  is  not  given  25  acres  under  the  allotment,  he  has  to  take 
what  the  county  committee  gives  him  in  order  to  be  eligible  in  the 
price-support  program? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Maybe  that  25  acres  does  not  mean  much  of  any¬ 
thing  in  the  areas  like  I  have  where  they  have  no  history;  and  where 
the  3  percent  does  not  allow  the  granting  of  25  acres — up  to  25  acres 
for  these  new  farmers;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Walker.  You  are  probably  correct — in  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  just  want  to  verify  it  because  you  men  are  the 
ones  who  were  going  to  administer  it.  So  if  a  farmer  now  is  planning 
on  planting  25  acres  of  wheat  for  this  fall — winter  wheat — he  will  not 
be  allowed  to  do  that  unless  he  gets  that  acreage  allotment  from  the 
county  committee? 

The  Chairman.  That  is  not  quite  correct. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  mean  to  get  the  price  support. 

Mr.  Belcher.  As  I  understand  it,  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  is 
afraid  you  are  going  to  get  too  many  acres,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  is  afraid  he  is  not  going  to  get  enough  under  this  bill;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  will.  There  is  going  to 
be  an  increase  of  about  11  million  acres  of  wheat. 

Now,  is  that  correct  under  this  bill?  There  will  be  an  increase  in 
acreage  of  this  bill  from  55  million  up  to  66  million? 

Mr.  Walker.  You  mean  in  the  minimum  allotment  for  1954?  Or 
do  you  mean  from  the  1953  seeded  acres? 

The  1953  seeded  acres  is  about  77  million. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  that  will  be  cut  down. 

Mr.  Walker.  So,  it  would  represent  a  cut. 

Mr.  Andresen.  When  this  77  million  acres  was  planted. 

Now,  the  second  point  I  want  to  get  straight — I  am  straightened 
out  on  one  point.  This  farmer  cannot  expect  to  plant  25  acres  under 
the  support  program  unless  the  county  committee  allots  him  25  acres. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Number  two:  Will  this  small  farmer  who  is  going 
into  the  business  of  raising  wheat  be  eligible  to  vote  in  the  referendum? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  depends  on  the  acreage  he  is  going  to  seed  for 
harvest  in  1954. 
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Now,  if  he  has  an  allotment — suppose  this  minimum  were  raised  to 
25,  and  he  has  an  allotment  of  25  or  less.  He  is  not  eligible  unless  he 
can  prove  to  the  county  committee  that  he  is  seeding  more  than  the 
25  acres.  If  he  does  show  the  county  committee  that  he  is  going  to 
plant  more  than  that,  he  is  eligible  to  vote  even  though  he  is  in  violation 
of  the  marketing  quota. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  then,  really  the  only  thing  that  this  bill 
affects  is  in  the  large  historic  wheat  producer — that  is,  as  far  as  the 
referendum  is  concerned — that  he  cannot  be  cut  down  in  his  acreage 
allotment  below  25  acres?  , 

Mr.  Walker.  No.  We  are  getting  confused.  The  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  may  be  established  below  25  acres.  But  if  it  is  established 
below  25  acres,  he  has  to  plant  within  that  acreage  allotment  in  order 
to  exercise  his  privilege  for  price  support. 

Now,  he  can  plant  up  to  25  acres  without  being  subject  to  marketing 
|  quotas. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  here  is  a  man  in  Bill  Hill’s  district — and  I 
know  I  am  stating  a  small  amount — but  he  planted  a  hundred  acres  of 
wheat  this  year.  And  marketing  quotas  are  voted;  he  gets  an  acreage 
allotment.  Can  he  be  cut  down  to  less  than  25  acres? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  is  hardly  likely;  but  he  could  be  cut  down  to  less 
than  25  acres;  if  the  county  committee  decided  that  he  is  planting  on 
land  that  should  not  be  devoted  to  wheat,  then  they  can  cut  him 
below  25  acres.  But  if  that  land  is  suitable  for  the  production  of 
wheat,  the  farm  normally  would  take  the  average  cut  for  the  county 
or  the  community. 

Mr.  Andresen.  He  has  been  raising  wheat  on  that  land  in  the 
last  13  years. 

Mr.  Walker.  Then  the  latter  part  of  my  answer  goes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Somebody  wanted  me  to  yield. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Mr.  Chairman. 

In  the  statement  of  25  acres  or  400  bushels,  does  that  mean  that 
you  might  exceed  the  25-acre  allotment  if  your  total  production  did 
not  exceed  400  bushels? 

Mr.  Walker.  Your  supposition  is  correct.  If  he  plants  25  acres, 

)  he  might  produce  more  than  400  bushels;  but  he  is  still  exempted  from 
marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Suppose  he  plants  30  acres  and  still  only  gets  400 
bushels? 

Mr.  Walker.  He  is  exempt  if  the  normal  production  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  wheat  is  less  than  400  bushels. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Well,  then  in  my  area — and  we  feed  all  the  wheat 
that  we  produce — suppose,  you  come  to  my  farm  and  say:  “Now 
we  can  see  that  you  planted  more  than  25  acres,”  and  I  said,  “Yes, 
but  I  only  produced  400  bushels  and  I  am  going  to  feed  it  all.”  So 
there  is  no  method  of  checking  it  over  the  scales  to  know  how  much  I 
actually  produced.  And  I  insist  that  I  only  produced  400  bushels, 
but  you  think  I  produced  800  bushels.  How  are  you  going  to  handle 
a  case  of  that  kind? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  moment  that  a  check  of  performance  finds  that 
you  are  exceeding  the  minimum  acreage  allotment,  then  immediately 
you  have  a  marketing  excess.  Now,  the  marketing  excess  is  first 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  normal  yield  established  for  the  farm. 
If  you  can  prove  that  your  actual  production  was  less  than  the 
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normal  production  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment,  you  are  exempted 
from  paying  a  penalty  on  the  marketing  excess. 

If  you  cannot  prove  it,  you  have  the  penalty  to  pay. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Harvey.  Just  a  minute,  and  I  will. 

Then,  these  folks  get  around — I  am  doing  a  pretty  extensive  hog 
feeding — and  a  lot  of  this  wheat  goes  into  feeding  operations  imme¬ 
diately.  You  get  around  for  a  checkup  possibly  in  September  and 
the  wheat  has  been  harvested  2  months  and  you  come  and  I  have 
only  200  bushels  of  wheat.  How  are  you  going  to  prove  in  that 
instance - 

Mr.  Walker.  Do  you  seed  your  wheat  in  the  fall? 

Mr.  Harvey.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  They  will  check  that  seeding  in  the  fall.  They  will 
not  wait  until  you  harvest  it;  if  you  seed  the  wheat  in  the  spring,  they 
will  check  that  wheat  right  after  it  is  seeded.  So  they  have  checked 
the  acreage.  They  know  you  are  out  of  compliance.  So  they  are 
beginning  to  service  you  right  there. 

They  do  not  wait  until  you  harvest  it. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Yes,  but  I  still  have  the  right  to  produce  400  bushels 
of  wheat,  don’t  I;  even  though  I  may  have  exceeded  my  acreage 
allotment,  I  can  produce  400  bushels  of  wheat  without  coming  under 
penalty? 

Mr.  Walker.  But  you  have  to  prove  that. 

Mr.  Gordon.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  producer. 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  think  quite  frankly — I  am  not  quarreling  with  your 
theory — but  I  am  trying  to  bring  it  down  to  actual  practice,  because 
1  have  seen  some  very  controversial  situations,  come  out  in  years  gone 
by  whereby  several  men  who  did  feed  wheat  were  penalized;  and  I 
think  that  probably  they  should  have  been  penalized  all  right.  Except 
that  due  to  the  very  situation  that  I  have  set  forth,  the  penalty  as 
finally  passed  was  purely  arbitrary.  There  was  no  justice  in  the 
penalty;  I  know  that. 

The  men  were  penalized  far  beyond  what  they  actually  should  have 
been,  because  of  the  arbitrary  nature. 

Now,  I  have  a  certain  amount  of  sympathy  for  the  administrators 
Avho  are  attempting  to  carry  out  the  program.  But  in  the  final  analysis 
they  were  just  purely  arbitrary.  They  came  in  and  said  to  this 
fellow:  We  say  that  you  exceeded  your  production  by  a  thousand 
bushels;  and  we  are  going  to  penalize  you  accordingly.  And  they  did. 

But  they  really  hung  it  on  this  producer.  And  I  know  they  did. 

And  I  think  that  in  certain  areas  this  is  going  to  be  a  very  contro¬ 
versial  feature.  And  the  reason  I  am  dwelling  on  it  is  that  I  feel  in 
view  of  the  history  of  what  lias  been  going  on  in  these  areas  in  the 
past  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  have  a  better  type  of  administra¬ 
tion  to  provide  justice  for  both  the  administration  and  the  producer. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  can  point  out  several  cases  in  the  State  of  Ohio — • 
one  in  particular — a  former  Member  of  Congress — had  a  dairy  farm; 
and  I  think  he  raised  considerable  poultry.  And  he  fed  all  of  his 
wheat.  And  he  was  dragged  into  the  court  but  I  guess  they  could 
not  find  any  jury  to  convict  him.  But  no  question  about  violating 
the  regulation;  because  he  did  market  his  wheat  through  his  dairy 
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cattle  and  hogs  and  poultry.  And  he  was  taken  into  court.  And  I 
am  not  certain  if  they  reached  a  decision  on  it;  but  the  case  was 
dropped,  because  it  was  not  very  probable  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Harvey.  Well,  I  am  not  trying  to  hunt  trouble  for  the  ad¬ 
ministrators  of  this  program;  I  do  think,  however,  that  it  is  well  to 
point  out  that  you  will  have  this  problem  to  deal  with.  And  ob¬ 
viously  it  is  going  to  be  a  very,  very  difficult  case  to  administer  if  you 
have  at  all  the  interest  in  justice  to  consider. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  yield  to  the  Chair? 

Mr.  Harvey.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  you  have  the  problem  of  whether  it  is 
15  acres  or  25  acres,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  Harvey.  Oh,  yes.  I  would  say  quite  freely  or  frankly  that 
that  would  be  the  case  in  either  event,  regardless  of  what  your  limi¬ 
tation  happened  to  be.  But,  it  is,  in  any  effort  to  administer  a  con¬ 
trolled  program,  a  very  difficult  problem.  And  I  was  only,  for  the 
sake  of  the  committee,  attempting  to  set  forth  the  situation,  hoping 
that  the  administration  will  have  in  mind  that — and  recognize — - 
that  they  are  going  to  be  confronted  with  a  very  difficult  problem  of 
enforcement  and  not  have  the  case  happen  as  happened  previously 
when  many  of  these  suits  were  in  court  for  not  just  one  but  for  years 
that  they  dragged  along.  And  they  cluttered  up  our  courts,  and  I 
do  not  think  that  there  was  ever  any  real  admission  on  the  part  of 
the  administrators  that  justice  was  had,  even  so. 

A  great  many  men  escaped  penalty  that  probably  should  have  paid 
it  and  others  were  overpenalized  just  because  they  were  not  able  to 
fight  the  case  with  legal  counsel  in  the  Federal  court. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  I  think  it  is  a  very  pertinent  point,  and  I 
think  you  presented  it  very  well.  Of  course,  it  is  more  a  matter  of 
administration  than  it  is  legislation,  but  I  think  it  is  something  that 
we  should  take  into  account  in  considering  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Harvey.  I  do  not  know,  Mr.  Chairman — I  do  not  know  of 
anything  that  we  can  write  into  the  law  itself  that  will  make  the 
administration  of  that  problem  any  easier.  But  I  would  like  to  ask 
Mr.  Gordon  whether  he  has  any  suggestion  as  to  redrafting  or  amend¬ 
ing  the  proposed  legislation  that  would  help  the  administration  in  that 
particular  type - 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  do  not  have  at  this  moment. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  King. 

Mr.  King.  This  question  relates  to  penalties  where  the  producer 
who  does  not  want  to  comply  with  the  program  at  all — assuming  I  am 
a  vegetable  farmer  and  I  decide  that  vegetables  are  not  profitable  and 
I  want  to  throw  200  acres  into  wheat,  and  I  do  not  want  an  allotment, 
and  I  do  not  want  Government  support  prices ;  I  will  take  my  chances 
of  selling  it  as  best  I  can  to  anybody  who  wants  to  use  wheat;  what  is 
the  penalty  in  that  situation? 

Mr.  Walker.  If  he  does  not  have  an  allotment  equivalent  to  the 
200  acres,  he  is  not  going  to  be  in  a  position  to  even  market  his  wheat. 

Mr.  King.  You  mean  there  is  a  prohibition  on  the  part  of  the  buyer 
to  buy  it? 

Mr.  Walker.  Absolutely.  The  buyer  would  be  held  responsible 
for  the  penalty  just  the  same  as  the  producer  under  the  provisions  of 
law. 
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In  other  words,  he  cannot  do  that  and  market  his  wheat  if  two- 
thirds  of  the  wheat  producers  in  this  country  vote  that  we  are  going 
to  impose  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  King.  What  fundamental  difference  is  there  in  creating  that 
sort  of  a  system  and  the  system  they  are  now  using  in  Russia? 

Mr.  Walker.  Well,  I  do  not  know  the  system  they  are  using  in 
Russia,  but  I  think  this  is  the  democratic  way  to  handle  it  here.  The 
farmers  vote  themselves  to  impose  marketing  quotas;  and  they  can 
never  be  imposed  under  the  law  unless  the  farmers  themselves  do  vote 
for  it. 

And  that  is  two-tliirds  vote  of  all  the  producers  who  are  voting  that 
are  subject  to  the  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Gordon.  If  you  want  to  call  it  regimentation,  it  is  at  least 
voluntary  regimentation,  self-imposed. 

Mr.  King.  If  they  want  to  vote  themselves  right  out  of  the  free-  . 
enterprise  system,  why,  that  is  their  privilege.  That  is  democratic,  ( 
and  must  apply  to  the  other  one-third  whether  they  like  it  or  not. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Do  I  understand  correctly  that  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  free  wheat  in  this  situation?  There  is  wheat  which  is  grown 
in  violation,  but  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  free  market  which  is  just 
under  the  support  level? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  hope  I  understand  your  question  correctly. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Well,  let  me  put  it  differently  perhaps  then. 

Let’s  take  these  persons  who  are  25  acres  or  under.  Let  us  assume 
that  a  farmer  the  same  as  Mr.  Andresen  was  approaching  this  applies 
for  a  wheat  allotment.  He  has  no  historical  base.  Rut  by  virtue  of 
the  county  committee’s  decision,  he  does  get  18  acres  as  an  allotment. 
But  he  plants  up  to  25.  Now,  true,  he  is  not  eligible  for  support, but 
he  is  not  subject  to  penalties,  either,  is  he? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  McIntire.  What  does  he  do  with  his  wheat? 

Mr.  Walker.  He  can  do  anything  he  wants  with  it. 

He  will  be  issued  a  card  indicating  that  he  is  not  subject  to  market¬ 
ing  quotas  and  he  can  sell  his  wheat  anywhere  he  wants  to.  . 

Mr.  McIntire.  In  that  regard  coming  back  to  Mr.  Hill’s  concern —  ( 
and  I  concur  with  it  to  some  extent  at  least — the  fact  that  historically 
in  a  price-supported  market,  you  somewhat  fix  the  minimum  level  of 
the  market — it  is  right  close  to  the  supported  level — if  it  is  90  percent, 
then  it  is  very  close  to  the  90  percent. 

Then  this  free  wheat  which  is  not  in  violation — the  25  acres  or 
less — by  virtue  of  circumstances  is  going  to  find  the  market  at  just 
slightly  below  the  supported  level,  isn’t  it? 

The  incentive  that  might  be  involved  in  that  does  not  concern — 
you  feel  that  the  advantage  of  the  25  outweighs  the  problem  of  the 
incentive  for  producing  just  under  25  without  penalty,  without  allot¬ 
ments — is  that  going  to  create  a  volume  which  is  going  to  be  depressing 
to  the  program? 

Do  you  get  what  I  am  driving  at? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes. 

The  answer,  of  course,  would  have  to  be  in  relative  terms. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  The  total  amount  of  production  which  might  be 
represented  by  all  farmers  who  do  exactly  as  you  say  would  not  be 
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significantly  large.  And  in  my  opinion  it  would  not  have  very  much 
of  a  depressing  effect  upon  the  market. 

Mr.  McIntire.  And  the  potential  of  farmers  shifting  within  that 
minimum,  you  don’t  think  is  very  large,  either? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right;  it  woidd  not  be. 

See,  you  will  find  a  large  percentage— I  do  not  know  how  high — 
but  you  will  find  a  considerable  proportion  of  these  producers  planting 
less  than  25  acres  are  going  to  comply  with  their  allotments,  because 
they  want  price  support.  And  those  who  comply  would,  in  my  esti¬ 
mation,  offset  those  that  might  do  as  your  example  illustrates. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Well,  of  course,  it  is  a  matter  of  opinion.  But 
coming  back  to  this  reducing  administrative  cost  by  virtue  of  this 
shift  from  15  to  25  acres,  would  either  you  or  Mr.  Gordon  point  out  to 
me  just  how  you  feel  that  there  will  be  a  reduction  of  administrative 
cost;  because  I  may  not  understand  it  fully;  but  you  are  going  to 
make  an  allotment  to  those  who  are  under  25  acres? 

Then  you  have  got  to  check  compliance  of  those  who  are  under 
25  acres.  Now,  what  is  your  minimum  acreage  to  which  you  make 
an  allotment? 

Mr.  Walker.  For  1954,  since  it  is  the  first  year  after  a  break  in 
allotments,  allotments  will  be  determined  for  every  farm  that  has  a 
history  of  acreage  seeded  during  the  last  3  years. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Yes,  but  what  was  the  minimum  acreage  in  history? 

Mr.  Walker.  One  acre.  Small  as  they  grow;  if  they  have  an 
acreage  of  wheat  seeded. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Then  in  the  county  allotment  you  are  going  to 
have  to  distribute  it  down  to  1  acre. 

Mr.  Walker.  If  they  have  that  small  an  acreage.  But  after  1954, 
since  we  will  have  the  history  and  will  have  set  the  pattern,  it  is 
altogether  possible  that  the  administration  would  say  “Well,  we  would 
not  establish  any  allotments  less  than  10  acres,”  to  get  the  small 
farms  off  the  listing  sheets  and  not  have  to  fool  with  them. 

Mr.  McIntire.  But  you  are  still  going  to  have  to  check  for  com¬ 
pliance  or  go  through  the  administrative  procedure  of  making  the 
allotments  for  those  less  than  25;  you  are  going  to  have  to  check 
compliance  for  those  less  than  25;  you  are  going  to  have  to  issue  cer¬ 
tificates  for  marketability  for  those  less  than  25;  and  in  what  regard 
do  you  feel  that  this  shift  will  be  an  administrative  saving? 

Mr.  Walker.  An  observation  check  on  a  small  field  would  indicate 
that  it  would  not  be  25  acres;  therefore,  you  do  not  have  to  take  a 
chain  and  measure  that  acreage.  Measuring  really  costs  money; 
but  you  can  go  down  the  road  among  these  small  farms,  and  if  you 
find  that  none  of  them  would  be  25  acres,  you  can  certify  that  they 
are  not  in  violation  of  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  King.  This  vote  that  is  taken  on  this  matter,  is  it  taken  by 
States— the  two-thirds  vote  that  makes  this  program  effective — is 
the  whole  country - 

Mr.  Walker.  The  whole  country;  yes. 

Mr.  King.  So  that  if  Kansas,  Nebraska,  the  principal  wheat 
sections  voted,  some  other  State  may  be  50  percent  against  it,  it 
would  still  become  effective  on  the  other  States? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 
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If  two-thirds  of  all  the  voters  in  the  country  passed  it,  then  it 
would  be  imposed  everywhere. 

Mr.  King.  Not  two-thirds  of  the  growers  of  wheat  in  this  country 
are  even  going  to  have  a  chance  to  vote  on  it  according  to  what  you 
have  explained  in  the  limitation-of-voting  rights. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct. 

Air.  King.  The  small  growers  count  by  individuals  50  percent  of 
the  total  wheat  growers,  which  is  only  50  percent  of  the  people  who 
have  a  right  to  vote  and  it  takes  only  two-thirds  of  them,  this  thing 
might  be  imposed  with  much  less  than  the  majority  of  votes. 

Mr.  Walker.  Only  those  farmers  subject  to  marketing  quotas 
are  eligible  to  vote  for  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  has  always  been  true. 

Mr.  King.  Any  farmer  who  is  not  eligible  who  still  is  barred  from 
growing  wheat  except  strictly  under  the  rules  of  the  system. 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  no  different  from  what  it  has  been  before,  i 
It  is  just  a  difference  in  degree.  " 

Mr.  King.  I  am  not  objecting  to  any  changes  that  might  be 
injected  in  this  bill;  I  am  just  pointing  out  to  you  what  that  implies, 
generally  speaking,  the  handling  of  our  economy.  It  is  the  Govern¬ 
ment  offering  financial  enticement  to  get  a  segment  of  our  economy 
to  vote  themselves  into  socialism. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  have  tried  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  this  is  not 
a  departmental  bill.  We  are  commenting  on  this  bill.  We  have  not 
actually  had  time  to  develop  a  stand,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  particular 
phase  of  the  thing.  We  tried  to  do  it  in  a  staff  meeting  this  morning 
in  the  Secretary’s  office,  but  were  not  successful. 

We  have  tried  to,  as  constructively  as  possible,  point  out  the  possible 
effects  of  this  particular  phase  of  the  legislation. 

The  Chairman.  There  are  not  matters  of  principle  or  policy 
involved  so  far  as  this  particular  phase  of  the  matter  is  concerned? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Well,  the  only  thing  that  really  has  concerned  the 
Secretary  and  the  staff  has  been  the  matter  of  reaction  to — possible 
reaction — to  disfranchisement  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  involved 
in  this  change  from  15  to  25  acres. 

Personally,  I  rather  suspected  a  lot  of  them  would  be  awfully  | 
relieved  not  to  have  to  enter  into  referendum,  but  there  may  be  indi¬ 
viduals  who  will  resent  it.  We  have  tried  to,  as  constructively  as 
we  could,  analyze  this  provision  of  the  bill  and  give  the  basic  factors 
involved  so  the  committee  itself  can  reach  its  determination  with 
respect  to - 

Air.  Cooley.  I  would  like  to  ask  you,  Mr.  Gordon :  those  that  come 
within  the  provisions  of  the  exemption  will  actually  be  the  benefi¬ 
ciaries  of  the  program.  It  will  not  make  any  contribution  to  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  amount  of  wheat  that  is  being  produced  in  the  country. 
And  as  the  support  is  maintained  those  under  25,  growing  under  25 
acres  of  wheat,  would  benefit  by  the  program  without  making  any 
contribution  at  all. 

Mr.  Albert.  If  you  will  yield,  you  are  mistaken  about  that,  be¬ 
cause  if  he  plants  more  than  his  allotmant  he  does  not  get  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  price  supports;  and  yet  he  cannot  vote  as  I  understand  it  if  his 
allotment  is  less  than  25  acres  without  violating  the  marketing  quota 
provisions  and  being  subject  to  marketing  penalties;  is  that  right? 
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Mr.  Cooley.  You  are  taking  the  case  of  a  man  who  exceeds  his 
normal  acreage  or  his  allotted  acres. 

Mr.  Albert.  If  his  allotment  is  5  acres  and  he  wants  under  the 
program  he  has  got  to  plant  5  acres  and  no  more  or  pay  a  penalty. 

Mr.  Walker.  No.  He  doesn’t  pay  a  penalty. 

Mr.  Albert.  But  he  does  not  get  the  benefit  of  price  supports? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Albert.  But  if  his  allotment  is  less  than  25  acres,  he  cannot 
get  price  supports  if  he  plants  over  that  without  paying  a  penalty; 
is  that  not  right? 

Mr.  Cooley.  Well,  is  that  not  as  it  should  be? 

Mr.  Albert.  Yes.  But  you  have  got  a  man  with  a  15-acre  allot¬ 
ment  who  wants  to  plant  15  acres  and  wants  to  vote.  He  cannot 
vote. 

If  he  plants  25  acres  and  that  is  more  than  his  allotment  and  the 
price  of  wheat  on  the  market  falls,  he  is  going  to  have  to  sell  it  on  the 
market  for  what  he  can  get  for  it. 

The  Chairman.  He  is  not  voting  on  acreage  allotments ;  he  is  voting 
on  marketing  quotas.  No  one  has  the  right  to  vote  on  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  So  he  is  in  the  same  position  that  everyone  else  is  in  as  far 
as  allotments  are  concerned. 

You  are  talking  about  a  man  who  exceeds  his  acreage  allotment 
and  does  not  get  price  supports.  No  law  gives  any  farmer  the  right 
to  vote  on  acreage  allotments.  So  he  is  in  no  different  position  than 
any  other  farmer  as  far  as  acreage  allotments  are  concerned. 

He  is  not  eligible  for  price  support — if  he  stays  within  price  sup¬ 
port,  he  is,  however. 

Mr.  Cooley.  There  woidd  be  nothing  in  the  law  to  prevent  or 
discourage  the  small  grower  from  exceeding  greatly  his  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas;  is  that  not  right? 

In  other  words,  that  will  hold  him  down,  because  he  does  not  want 
to  pay  the  penalty;  he  stays  within  his  acreage  allotment? 

Mr.  Albert.  Heretofore,  if  a  farmer  had  an  allotment  of  15  acres 
or  more,  he  was  entitled  to  vote  in  the  national  referendum;  is  that 
not  right?  Now  he  will  have  to  have  an  allotment  of  25  acres,  or  more. 

Mr.  Walker.  Let’s  correct  that.  It  is  more  than  15  acres  or  more 
than  25. 

Mr.  Albert.  That  is  right;  yes.  I  understand  that. 

Now,  he  cannot  vote  if  he  has  an  allotment  of  25  acres  and  he 
gets  no  benefits  out  of  the  progi’am;  he  has  got  to  conform  to  what 
the  big  growers  tell  him  to  do  if  he  gets  price  supports? 

Mr.  Cooley.  Will  you  let  me  interrupt  you  for  a  minute  there.  He 
gets  the  benefit  of  the  overall  reduction  which  is  brought  about  by  the 
big  grower  and  he  himself  has  contributed  nothing  to  the  reduction. 

Air.  Gordon.  We  would  have  to  assume  the  program  was  utterly 
valueless  to  accept  that  theory. 

Mr.  Albert.  How  do  you  mean? 

Mr.  Walker.  Your  market  price  of  wheat  will  be  higher  than  it 
otherwise  would  have  been  because  the  big  grower  has  reduced  the 
supplies. 

Mr.  Albert.  I  agree  with  that.  The  only  point  I  am  bringing  out 
is  that  if  a  man  has  a  15-acre  affotment,  it  seems  to  me  that  he  ought 
to  be  entitled  to  vote.  That  is  all. 
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Mr.  Cooley.  If  you  give  him  his  15-acre  allotment  and  the  others 
want  to  reduce  very  drastically  their  allotments  and  their  acreage,  I 
don’t  see  why  he  should  worry  about  it.  If  he  is  exempt  from  the 
law,  the  reduction  is  going  to  be  brought  about  by  those  who  plant 
and  harvest  more  than  25  acres  of  wheat.  What  I  am  saying  is — 
while  I  do  not  like  the  exemption,  even  15  or  25  acres,  I  am  inclined 
to  go  along  with  these  that  know  more  about  it  than  I  do.  I  do  know 
these  exemptions  are  likely  to  get  us  into  trouble  as  they  did  in  the 
burley  tobacco  growing  area.  We  have  had  trouble  in  our  flue-cured 
tobacco  area  because  of  it. 

Mr.  Albert.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statement  to  indicate  that  he 
is  going  to  get  the  benefit  of  a  rising  market.  The  opposite  appears 
more  likely.  True,  he  may  get  the  benefit  of  a  rising  market,  but  he 
will  probably  get  the  benefit  of  the  market  not  falling  too  much. 

Mr.  Cooley.  He  wifi  get  the  benefit  of  price  supports  if  he  does  not 
exceed  his  allotment. 

Mr.  Albert.  Yes,  he  does  get  that. 

I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  here:  In  the  case  of  those  growers 
who  plant  in  excess  of  25  acres,  and  in  violation  of  their  quota  or 
their  allotments,  does  the  acreage  they  plant  count  in  the  future 
history  if  they  pay  their  penalty? 

Mr.  Walker.  Your  question  was:  Does  the  acreage  he  actually 
plants  count  in  the  future  allotments? 

Mr.  Albert.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  It  does.  It  does  only  to  the  extent  that  the  county 
committee  may  consider  the  history  in  the  determination  of  his  farm 
acreage  allotment.  It  will  contribute  to  the  county;  it  will  contribute 
to  the  State.  And  the  farm  itself  might  get  direct  benefit  and  again 
he  might  not.  It  depends  on  what  the  county  committee  does. 

Mr.  Albert.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  penalty  in  this  bill  has  been  changed  to  50 
percent  of  the  parity  price  on  wheat.  Assuming  that  parity  price  on 
wheat  is  $2.50  a  bushel,  and  if  a  grower  of  wheat  is  subject  to  the 
penalty,  he  would  have  to  pay  $1.25  a  bushel  penalty  in  addition  to 
losing  his  rights  under  the  support  program.  Is  that  correct,  or  am 
I - 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct,  unless  he  avails  himself  of  the 
opportunity  to  store  that  wheat,  and  hold  it  off  of  the  market.  See,  he 
does  not  have  to  pay  the  penalty.  He  can  store  that  wheat  and  hold 
it  off  the  market  and  avoid  payment  of  the  penalty,  or  he  can  give 
that  wheat  to  the  Secretary.  The  law  provides  that  he  can  give  his 
excess  wheat  to  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Would  the  Secretary  pay  him  anything  for  it? 

Mr.  Walker.  No.  He  has  to  give  it  to  him. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  that  would  be  a  gift  then.  But  I  can  visu¬ 
alize  the  trouble  that  you  might  have  in  certain  States.  The  penalty 
being  in  excess  of  $1.25  a  bushel  on  the  wheat  that  is  grown  and  fed 
to  livestock.  As  I  understand  it,  under  existing  law,  the  man  who 
buys  the  wheat  may  be  required  to  pay  the  penalty;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right,  if  the  wheat  is  in  violation. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  then,  the  elevator  man  who  buys  the  wheat 
may  have  to  go  out  and  check  the  farmer? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  county  committee  does  that  for  him. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  then,  do  you  advise  all  purchasers  of  the 
wheat  of  what  each  farmer,  what  his  allotment  is,  and  what  he  can 
sell? 

Mr.  Walker.  Each  producer  receives  an  instrument  indicating 
that  his  wheat  is  free  for  sale.  That  it  is  not  subject  to  penalty  or 
marketing  quotas. 

He  presents  that — it  will  probably  be  a  white  card  or  something 
like  that,  to  the  elevator  man;  the  elevator  man  knows  he  can  buy 
that  wheat  without  any  risk. 

Mr.  King.  Is  it  true,  according  to  your  figures  that  only  35  percent 
of  the  wheatgrowers  of  the  country  are  going  to  have  a  chance  to 
vote  on  this  matter — taking  your  64.8  percent — that  are  going  to  be 
exempted  with  this  25-acre  rule? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  approximately  correct.  It  would  only  be 
those  subject  to  marketing  quotas;  and  that  is  about  35  percent. 

Mr.  King.  Thirty-five  and  two-tenths  percent  of  the  wheatgrowers 
of  the  country  are  only  going  to  have  a  chance  to  vote. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Of  course,  it  is  a  great  deal  more  than  the  35  percent 
of  the  total  acreage. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  think  that  ought  to  be  clarified  just  a  bit,  Mr. 
Hope.  These  percentages  that  are  being  quoted  represent  farms 
that  are  involved. 

Now,  I  am  a  landlord,  and  I  have  got  a  tenant;  both  of  us  are 
interested  in  the  wheat;  there  are  two  votes.  And  there  is  a  pretty 
high  percentage  of  our  farms  operatd  by  tenants.  So  that  does  not 
mean  that  you  have  35  percent  of  votes  or  35  percent  of  the  people 
that  are  interested  in  wheat  and  are  subject  to  market  quotas. 

Mr.  King.  So  you  are  assuming  that  tenancy  is  higher  on  the  big 
farms  than  it  is  on  the  smaller,  which  I  doubt. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  would  not  know  about  that. 

Air.  King.  The  figures  would  still  be  the  same. 

Air.  Andresen.  It  was  my  understanding,  Mr.  Walker,  that  you 
voted  the  land  rather  than  the  number  of  individuals  involved  in 
ownership,  or  who  were  concerned  about  what  is  produced  on  that 
land.  But,  as  I  understand,  you,  both  the  tenant  and  the  landlord, 
each  cast  a  vote. 

Air.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  that  the  way  it  has  been  practiced? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes,  sir.  It  has  always  been  that  way.  Nothing 
changed  about  that. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  this  thirty-some 
percent  actually  represents  83 K  percent  of  the  total  acreage. 

Mr.  King.  Sure;  but  it  is  still  a  situation  where,  let’s  say  the  big 
growers  can  impose  a  system  upon  the  small  growers.  This  thing 
can  be  imposed  upon  the  country  by  only  a  two-thirds  vote  of  35Xo 
percent  of  the  actual  wheatgrowers  so  that  this  thing  can  be  imposed 
upon  the  country  with  a  vote  of  less  than  25  percent  of  the  wheat- 
growers  in  the  country. 

The  Chairman.  What  do  you  mean  imposed?  What  do  they 
impose  on  the  small  growers? 

Mr.  King.  Let’s  say  they  impose  Government  regulations  for  what¬ 
ever  it  may  be  worth  or  whatever  evil  there  may  be  in  it. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  not  subject  to  any  regulation  if  they 
have  less  than  25  acres.  Not  a  thing  is  imposed  on  them. 
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They  have  something  imposed  on  them  if  they  have  more  than  25 
acres.  In  that  case,  they  have  the  right  to  vote. 

Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Hope,  he  is  in  error  here  when  he  says  he  has  to 
get  an  allotment  because  he  is  a  little  fellow  before  he  can  sell.  There 
is  nothing  that  imposes  restrictions  on  selling  except  when  in  violation 
of  marketing  quotas.  Now,  what  actually  is  taking  place:  this  35 
percent  that  you  refer  to  is  really  making  it  possible  to  exempt  all 
these  little  producers  from  the  marketing  quotas  that  they  are  impos¬ 
ing  upon  themselves. 

Mr.  King.  But  only  on  the  basis  of  wheat  previously  grown. 

The  Chairman.  No.  On  the  basis  of  wheat  grown  this  year. 

Mr.  Walker.  No. 

Mr.  King.  You  mean  any  new  farmer  can  step  up  and  grow  25 
acres  of  wheat? 

Mr.  Walker.  Certainly.  But  he  cannot  get  price  support  unless 
he  has  an  allotment.  But  he  would  not  be  subject  to  marketing 
quotas.  He  can  still  sell  his  wheat. 

Mr.  King.  If  he  does  not  have  an  allotment  he  cannot  even  sell 
his  wheat. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  does  not  impose  any  restrictions  on  the  selling 
of  wheat.  All  he  gives  up  is  just  price  support. 

Mr.  King.  What  if  I  am  a  big  farmer  and  I  have  a  couple  of  sons 
operating;  and  I  transfer  25  acres  apiece  to  my  2  sons  and  set  them 
up  in  business,  tilling  the  same  land.  You  have  created  a  couple  of 
new  farms. 

Mr.  Walker.  Are  they  on  the  same  farm? 

Mr.  King.  Sure. 

Mr.  Walker.  Then  they  could  not  do  that  because  that  is  still  a 
part  of  the  original  allotment. 

Mr.  King.  He  would  have  to  go  through  the  trouble  of  a  title  change 
to  actually  qualify  as  a  separate  farm? 

Mr.  Walker.  If  they  want  to  go  to  that  trouble,  they  may  get  an 
allotment  if  they  apply  for  it. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Let  me  see  if  I  understand  this: 

In  other  words,  the  people  that  vote  in  this  quota  are  the  only 
people  that  are  going  to  be  affected  by  it?  They  do  not  vote  anything 
on  or  off  of  the  person  that  grows  less  than  25  acres? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  absolutely  correct. 

In  other  words,  the  restriction  that  is  put  on  the  people  are  those 
imposed  on  themselves  and  do  not  affect  any  other  farmer. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  there? 

Mr.  Belcher.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  cannot  quite  agree  with  him  on  that.  Because 
those  who  vote,  and  if  they  vote  marketing  quotas,  that  program 
is  imposed  upon  every  farmer  in  the  country  who  raises  wheat;  and 
if  he  raises  more  than  his  acreage  allotment,  he  is  subject  to  the  pen¬ 
alty  whether  he  sells  his  wheat  or  feeds  it  to  livestock  on  his  farm. 

Mr.  Belcher.  But  he  gets  a  vote  on  that.  My  point  is  that 
everybody  that  gets  regulated  gets  a  vote. 

Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Andresen,  I  have  got  to  get  a  specific  case  in 
order  to  evaluate  your  statement.  Let  us  assume  a  fellow  like  Mr. 
Albert  here  had  a  15-acre  allotment;  he  plants  15  acres.  Now,  he 
was  not  subject  to  marketing  quotas  to  start  with;  and  now  he  can 
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get  price  support  because  he  did  not  exceed  his  acreage  allotment. 
Now,  he  may  plant  25  acres. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Did  he  vote? 

Mr.  Walker.  No,  not  if  you  raise  the  minimum. 

If  this  change  is  made  he  may  plant  25  acres,  and  marketing  quota 
will  not  be  imposed  on  him.  There  is  no  restriction  on  the  sale  of 
that  wheat.  All  he  gives  up  is  the  privilege  of  price  support  on  his 
production. 

Mr.  Andresen.  If  he  plants  35  acres  then - 

Mr.  Walker.  Then  he  is  over  the  25-acre  allotment. 

Mr.  Andresen.  And  he  does  not  vote. 

Mr.  Walker.  If  he  can  show  the  county  committee  at  the  time  of 
the  referendum  he  is  going  to  plant  30,  he  can  vote. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Let  me  ask  you  another  question  then. 

Does  he  lose  his  price  support  only  for  the  coverage  in  his  planting  or 
’production,  or  for  the  whole  amount  that  he  is  producing? 

Mr.  Walker.  For  the  whole  amount  he  produces  if  he  is  in  viola¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Andresen.  And  he  would  be  subject  then  to  the  penalties 
involved  in  that  violation? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Does  the  penalty  cover  his  entire  production? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  case  we  are  examining  is  a  fellow  with  an  allot¬ 
ment  of  15  acres.  And  now  he  planted  30  acres.  He  receives  a 
penalty  based  upon  the  difference  between  15  and  30;  not  25  and  30. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Under  the  new  law,  it  would  be  25  and  30? 

Mr.  Walker.  Inadvertently  we  have  got  that  breaking  point  of 
the  current  minimum  there. 

Let’s  change  this.  Let’s  say  he  has  an  allotment  of  20  acres.  He 
decides  “Well,  I  am  going  to  put  that  whole  30-acre  field  in.  To  heck 
with  these  marketing  quotas.” 

The  moment  he  does  that,  he  is  in  violation  of  marketing  quotas 
because  he  exceeded  the  25  acres. 

Now,  since  he  is  in  violation,  the  penalty  is  based  upon  the  acreage — ■ 
the  difference  in  the  acreage  of  20  and  30,  not  25  and  30. 

I  Mr.  Belcher.  Well,  the  point  I  was  raising  here:  a  fellow  we  will 
say  regardless  of  acreage — suppose  he  has  an  acreage  allotment  of 
100  acres  and  he  plants  150.  Now,  was  he  penalized  on  the  production 
from  150  or  the  production  of  the  difference  between  his  100  acres 
which  was  his  allotment  and  the  150  that  he  raised? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  is  on  the  difference  between  the  hundred-acre 
allotment  and  the  150  acres. 

Mr.  Belcher.  On  the  excess  and  not- — — 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  answered  me  a  little  different  than  that. 

You  said  that  he  would  lose  his  support-price  protection  on  the 
whole. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  then,  that  in  itself  is  a  penalty. 

Mr.  Belcher.  We  are  talking  about  the  penalty  provided  in  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  under  the  penalty  provided  in  the  bill,  of 
course,  I  don’t  talk  in  terms  of  100  and  150  acres  of  wheat  like  they 
have  in  Oklahoma. 
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Mr.  Belcher.  Those  are  small  figures,  but  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Andresen.  We  are  talking  about  mostly  here  the  small  man 
who  plants  a  small  quantity  of  wheat  who  does  not  vote  in  the  refer¬ 
endum;  and  it  is  the  referendum  that  determines  what  the  program 
will  be  and  if  the  penalties  are  to  go  into  operation.  Is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  he  does  not  have  anything  to  say,  this  small 
operator,  about  imposing  the  marketing  quotas  or  imposing  the 
penalties  that  follow  as  a  result  of  voting  the  marketing  quotas  by 
the  man  in  Oklahoma  who  is  privileged  to  vote  in  the  referendum. 

Mr.  Walker.  All  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Am  I  getting  this  straight  so  far? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  am  with  you  so  far. 

Mr.  Belcher.  But  you  are  going  to  get  the  advantage  of  what 
the  people  in  Oklahoma  restrict  their  acreage  to  to  permit  you  fellows 
to  sell  yOur  wheat. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  I  am  leading  up  to  is  this:  There  are  30  or 
40  percent  who  are  eligible  to  vote,  and  if  they  vote  marketing  quotas, 
they  can  impose  the  penalties  involved  in  this  section  or  in  the  law 
against  the  other  farmers  who  are  not  allowed  to  vote  in  the 
referendum. 

Mr.  Walker.  Only  if  they  are  in  violation  of  that  marketing 
quota. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Assuming  they  are  in  violation. 

Mr.  Walker.  They  aie  expanding  their  wheat— then  they  are 
getting  way  above  their  allotment. 

The  Chairman.  If  they  are  in  violation,  they  can  vote. 

Mr.  Andresen.  They  can’t  vote.  But  originally  they  do  not  vote 
in  the  referendum. 

Mr.  Walker.  That,  sir - 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  am  speaking  just  about  the  small  ones. 

But  if  they  go  above  their  allotted  acreage  and  raise  more  wheat, 
then,  they  are  subject  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  those  who  vote  in 
favor  of  the  referendum. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  want  to  be  sure  I  got  you  right. 

A"ou  have  got  a  20-acre  allotment  and  he  plants  22  acres.  He  is 
not  subject  to  marketing  quotas.  But  if  he  plants  26  he  is  subject 
to  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Well,  he  has  not  voted  on  that. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  then  the  ones  who  vote  make  it  possible  to 
impose  a  penalty  if  he  violates  the  acreage  allotment? 

Mr.  Walker.  He  brought  it  on  himself. 

The  Chairman.  If  he  plants  26  acres  he  is  entitled  to  vote? 

Air.  Walker.  If  he  is  going  to  plant  more  than  25  acres,  he  is 
entitled  to  vote.  But  if  he  is  planting  less  than  that - 

The  Chairman.  In  Air.  Andresen’s  case,  this  man  would  be  entitled 
to  vote  because  he  planted  26  acres? 

Mr.  Walker.  He  would  be  entitled  to  vote. 

Mr.  Albert.  What  if  he  changed  his  mind  between  the  time  to 
vote  and  the  next  spring,  the  time  to  plant  his  wheat.  He  is  not 
entitled  to  vote  and  lie  also  overplants. 
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The  Chairman.  Mr.  Polk  has  a  question. 

Mr.  Polk.  Mr.  Walker,  as  you  know,  this  voting  question  is  quite 
a  problem  out  in  Ohio.  We  had  a  lot  of  trouble  out  there  when  we 
had  the  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  before. 

I  am  wondering  about  a  case  like  this: 

Suppose  a  man  owns  three  farms,  say  three  100-acre  farms.  Pie 
farms  one  of  the  farms  himself.  He  has  a  tenant  renting  on  the  shares, 
on  grain  rent,  we  will  say,  on  another  farm;  and  he  has  a  cash  renter 
on  the  third  farm. 

Now,  suppose  that  the  landlord  himself  is  willing  to  comply  with 
the  regulations  and  to  come  under  the  program.  Suppose  the  tenant 
on  the  sharecrop  farm  refuses  to  go  along?  He  does  not  want  to  go 
along.  You  know  tenants  and  landlords  do  not  always  agree  on  these 
things.  Suppose  the  owner,  we  will  say — on  farm  A,  he  owns  and 
works  that  farm;  while  on  farm  B,  the  landlord  has  a  share  in  the 
wheat;  but  the  tenant  is  not  willing  to  comply;  he  has  a  30-acre  field 
he  wants  to  put  in  wheat;  it  would  cost  him  three  or  four  hundred 
dollars  to  throw  a  fence  across  that  part  of  that  field  and  cut  it  down 
so  as  to  comply.  And  the  tenant  who  wants  to  put  30  acres  in  wheat, 
insists  he  is  going  to  do  it.  What  sort  of  situation  do  you  get  in  there? 
Does  the  landlord  lose  his  compliance — or  what  is  going  to  be  the 
situation  on  a  case  like  that? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  tenant  operating  on  a  cash  basis  has  no  effect  at 
all  on  the  landlord ;  because  he  himself  is  controlling  what  he  puts  out 
on  the  land. 

Mr.  Polk.  The  landlord  would  not  have  a  right  to  vote? 

Mr.  Walker.  All  three  of  them  would  have  a  right  to  vote — both 
the  tenants  and  the  landlord — if  the  acreage  was  high. 

Mr.  Polk.  Does  the  landlord  have  a  right  to  vote  three  times? 

Mr.  Walker.  Only  once. 

Now,  the  tenant  that  is  on  the  third  and  fourth  share  as  you  men¬ 
tioned,  he  is  in  violation,  but  the  landlord  on  the  farm  he  is  operating 
himself  is  not  in  violation  on  his  own  farm  that  he  is  operating. 

Now  I  do  not  know  just  what  the  regulations  are  going  to  prescribe; 
but  judging  from  the  past,  I  would  assume  that  since  the  tenant  on 
this  third  farm  had  absolute  control  over  the  acreage  of  wheat  to  be 
seeded  on  that  farm,  that  overage  on  that  farm  would  not  make  the 
landlord  ineligible  on  the  wheat  be  produced  on  the  farm  he  operated 
himself. 

Mr.  Polk.  A  question  like  that  could  cause  very  serious  trouble. 
I  want  you  to  give  some  thought  to  it. 

Mr.  Walker.  Now,  the  Solicitor  here  might  check  me  on  the  answer 
to  that  question 

Mr.  King.  Do  you  think  the  penalty  might  apply  is  one-third? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  wheat  could  not  be  marketed  until  the  penalty 
is  paid.  That  is,  the  wheat  on  the  tenant’s  farm  could  not  be  mar¬ 
keted.  But  the  wheat,  on  the  owner-operated  farm  could  be  marketed. 

Mr.  Wheeler.  Setting  up  your  hypothetical  allotment  situation 
a  moment  ago,  you  said  that  if  a  farmer  had  an  allotment  of  20  acres 
and  grew  22  acres,  would  not  be  subject  to  penalty  but  that  if  he 
grew  26  acres,  he  would  be. 

Well,  now,  if  so  long  as  they  stay  under  25  they  are  not  subject  to 
penalty,  what  is  the  point  in  issuing  an  allotment  for  less  than  25? 
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Mr.  Walker.  The  law  requires  it  in  the  case  of  price  support.  If 
he  had  an  allotment  of  20  acres,  and  did  not  plant  in  excess  of  20 
acres,  he  could  have  price  support.  He  is  not  subject  to  penalty. 

Mr.  Wheeler.  If  he  is  above  25,  he  is? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  brings  about  an  adjustment  on  these  smaller 
farms  without  subjecting  them  to  the  penalty  of  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Wheeler.  He  can  still  go  up  to  25  without  any  penalty? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions? 

(No  response.) 

The  Chairman.  You  had  not  finished  your  statement,  Mr. 
Gordon. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Also  we  are  just  getting  down  to  the  real  important 
part. 

Section  4  (a)  of  the  bill  would  provide  a  penalty  on  a  farm  marketing 
excess  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  parity  price 
per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  and  corn  as  of  August  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested.  The  rate  of  penalty  in  the  act 
as  originally  enacted  was  15  cents  per  bushel.  The  rate  was  increased 
by  paragraph  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  to  50  percent  of 
the  basic  loan  rate  for  cooperators  under  section  302  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  193S,  as  amended.  Section  302  of  the  act 
was  repealed  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  but  it  was  obviously 
not  intended  that  the  penalty  provision  should  become  inoperative, 
since  this  would  make  any  marketing  quota  program  ineffective.  It 
is  highly  important  that  this  be  made  clear  and  it  is,  therefore,  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  rate  of  penalty  be  established  as  50  percent  of  the 
parity  price  of  wheat  or  corn.  Such  rate  would  be  comparable  to  the 
penalty  rate  in  effect  for  cotton  and  rice. 

Obviously  with  the  price  of  wheat  at  the  level  it  is  today,  15  cents 
would  be  meaningless ;  and  we  feel  it  was  clearly  the  intent  to  leave  it 
at  50  percent,  but  it  just  slipped  through  by  accident. 

Air.  Andresen.  I  see  that  50  percent  also  affects  corn.  Is  that  a 
new  amendment  to  existing  law? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  just  so  happens  that  the  provision  that  is  being 
amended  included  corn  and  wheat. 

Mr.  Gordon.  It  includes  both. 

Mr.  Walker.  It  included  both  of  those  commodities. 

Well,  corn  can  be  left  in  or  can  be  left  out  according  to  the  wishes 
of  this  committee.  But  in  drafting  that  since  it  is  just  one  little  clause 
in  a  paragraph  being  amended,  it  was  drafted  to  include  also  corn. 

Air.  Hoeven.  1  do  not  quite  see  the  objective  of  including  corn. 
We  are  not  considering  corn  at  all  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Walker.  Then  I  would  agree  with  you  it  should  be  deleted. 

Air.  Belcher.  Does  the  penalty  apply  to  corn  at  the  present  time? 

Air.  Walker.  If  you  have  marketing  quotas  there  is  a  penalty  that 
would  be  applicable  to  corn. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  that  the  same  penalty  as  in  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment — 50  percent  of  the  parity  price? 

Air.  Walker.  It  reverted  back  to  15  cents  because  of  what  Mr. 
Gordon  explained  happened  to  section  302  in  the  act  of  1949.  It  was 
deleted  but  at  that  time  it  was  the  same  penalty  for  corn  and  wheat. 
It  was  50  percent  of  the  loan  rate. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  Fifty  percent  of  the  loan  rate,  but  not  fifty  percent 
of  the  parity  price? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  it  does  increase  the  penalty  for  corn  if  this 
remains  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  Walker.  Oh,  yes. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  are  no  further  questions  on  that  point, 
will  you  proceed,  Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  would  like  to  read  a  wire  which  was  sent  by  the 
Solicitor  with  respect  to  this  penalty: 

Repeal  of  section  302  of  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  which  is  referred 
to  in  penalty  provision  applicable  to  wheat  and  corn  raises  doubt  about  penalty. 
But  we  do  not  believe  that  Congress  intended  to  change  penalty  by  such  repeal. 
Accordingly  our  view  is  that  one-half  loan  rate  still  applicable  penalty.  Clarifying 
legislation  needed  and  has  been  introduced  by  Congressman  Hope. 

Karl  D.  Loos, 
Solicitor ,  Agriculture. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  the  opinion  of  the  Solicitor  is 
that  the  penalty  is  still  50  percent,  but  that  this  legislation  needs  to  be 
clarified? 

Mr.  McIntire.  Does  that  change  it,  though,  from  50  percent  of  the 
loan  rate  to  50  percent  of  the  parity  price? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  does.  It  changes  from  50  percent  of  the  loan 
rate  to  50  percent  of  the  parity  price. 

Mr.  McIntire.  This  goes  beyond  a  simple  clarification  of  intent  of 
Congress  by  changing  the  basis  from  loan  rate  to  parity  price? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes.  I  would  say  so.  Sure. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  on  that  point? 
Do  you  have  any  further  comments,  Mr.  Gordon? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  King.  How  is  this  penalty  collected? 

Mr.  Walker.  We  assume  now  that  everything  is  agreeable,  that  a 
fellow  is  over  10  acres  and  he  has  a  marketing  excess  of  say  a  hundred 
bushels.  When  it  is  determined  that  that  marketing  excess  exists  and 
the  amount  of  that  markiting  excess,  why,  lie  can  pay  his  penalty  on 
that  to  the  county  committee,  the  way  is  has  been  done  in  the  past. 
They  will  issue  to  him  a  clearance  for  marketing  all  of  his  wheat. 

Mr.  King.  Who  gets  the  50-percent  penalty? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  goes  into  the  United  States  Treasury. 

Mr.  Albert.  If  he  refuses  to  pay  it  he  would  be  sued  for  it  just  like 
any  other  obligation? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Golden.  What  if  he  dos  not  pay;  what  happens  to  him? 

Mr.  Walker.  Then  he  will  be  unable  to  sell  any  of  his  wheat  until 
he  either  stores  that  wheat  or  is,  as  I  said  a  moment  ago,  delivered  to 
the  Secretary. 

Because  he  will  be  issued  a  card  showing  he  is  in  violation,  and  the 
elevator  man  cannot  buy  it.  If  he  does,  he  is  subject  to  pay  the 
penalty.  And  if  the  thing  drags  on,  he  will  be  pulled  into  court  and 
sued  for  it. 

Mr.  Golden.  Sued  for  civil  damages  or  penalty  or - 

Mr.  Walker.  For  the  penalty. 

Mr.  Golden.  Could  he  be  indicted? 

Mr.  Walker.  No. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  He  might  always  be  prohibited  from  marketing  any 
livestock  or  poultry  where  they  had  eaten  some  of  this  penalty  wheat; 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  could  not  answer  that. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  He  would  not  be  prohibited  from  marketing  the  live¬ 
stock,  Mr.  Andresen. 

I  might  just  add  to  clarify  Mr.  King:  the  law  now  provides  that  until 
the  penalty  is  paid  or  the  wheat  is  stored  or,  in  the  very  unusual  situa¬ 
tion  if  the  farmer  should  so  elect,  the  excess  is  delivered  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  all  wheat  marketed  by  the  farmer  shall  be  subject  to  penalty; 
and  the  buyer  shall  collect  the  penalty  but  may  deduct  an  amount 
from  the  purchase  price  equivalent  to  the  penalty.  That  is  the  pres¬ 
ent  law.  This  bill  does  not  change  that. 

Mr.  King.  What  becomes  of  this  wheat  you  talk  about  storing? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Well,  if  the  producer  stores  it,  you  see,  he  pays  no 
penalty  on  that  until  he  takes  it  out  of  storage.  He  could,  of  course, 
avoid  ever  paying  a  penalty  on  it  by  underplanting  the  next  year  and 
then  withdrawing  the  storage  wheat. 

The  Chairman.  Or  if  he  has  a  crop  failure  the  second  year. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Exactly. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Section  5  of  the  bill  provides  for  a  minimum  national 
wheat  acreage  allotment  for  1954  of  66  million  acre;.  Without  this 
change  in  the  minimum  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954 
crop  would,  on  the  basis  of  present  indications,  likely  be  at  the  mini¬ 
mum  of  55  million  acres  provided  under  existing  legislation. 

The  current  and  prospective  stocks  of  wheat  are  giving  the  Depart¬ 
ment  considerable  concern.  The  near  record  crop  of  about  1,300 
million  bushels  harvested  in  1952  is  going  to  result  in  a  carryover  of 
around  570  million  bushels  of  July  1,  1953.  A  record  amount  of  460 
million  bushels  of  the  1952  crop  has  been  placed  under  price  support. 
In  spite  of  this  record  loan  activity,  the  market  has  not  strengthened 
so  as  to  permit  appreciable  quantities  to  flow  out  of  the  loan  into  the 
normal  channels  of  trade,  and  the  major  portion  of  the  July  1  carry¬ 
over  will  be  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Despite  the  adverse  weather  conditions  which  prevailed  in  the  major 
winter  wheat-producing  area  last  fall,  a  total  wheat  production  in 
excess  of  1  billion  bushels  is  now  indicated  for  1953.  On  the  basis  of 
foreseeable  domestic  and  export  requirements,  an  increase  of  the  carry¬ 
over  stocks  to  around  630  million  bushels  is  indicated  for  July  1,  1954 — 
which  would  be  about  equal  to  the  largest  carryover  of  wheat  ever 
recorded. 

I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  the  difference  in  the  2  carryover 
figures:  570  million  as  of  July  1,  1953;  probable  carryover,  630  million, 
July  1,  1954. 

The  Chairman.  Nothing  we  can  do  about  that? 

Mr.  Gordon.  No,  sir. 

We  realize  that  to  enforce  a  full  readjustment  between  wheat  sup¬ 
plies  and  indicated  market  outlets  in  1  year  could  have  serious  impli¬ 
cations.  Without  intermediate  legislation  measures,  the  minimum  of 
55  million  acres  now  prescribed  in  the  law  would  be  the  governing 
factor  in  establishing  a  national  acreage  allotment  level.  This  would 
require  a  reduction  in  1  year  of  nearly  30  percent. 

In  the  best  interests  of  agriculture,  production  controls  should  be 
administered  to  as  to  avoid  violent  and  drastic  changes  in  the  individ- 
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ual’s  farming  operations  and  the  general  economy  of  the  area  in  which 
the  controlled  crop  is  produced.  The  water  is  over  the  dam,  however, 
with  respect  to  our  prospective  stock  position  on  July  1,  1954 — that 
is  the  point  you  just  made,  Mr.  Chairman;  and  we  can  only  approach 
the  problem  of  what  should  be  done  subsequently  in  the  light  of  the 
current  situation. 

The  proposed  minimum  of  66  million  acres  for  1954  has  been  ration¬ 
alized  on  the  basis  of  being  halfway  between  1953  plantings  and  the 
present  minimum  of  55  million  acres,  thereby  assessing  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  in  1  year  only  50  percent  of  the  burden  of  correcting  the  situa¬ 
tion  they  are  now  facing.  With  average  yields  and  foreseeable 
disappearance,  this  acreage  will  result  in  no  further  increase  in  the 
stock  position  on  July  1,  1955,  as  compared  with  that  now  indicated 
for  1954. 

With  the  weakness  exhibited  by  the  wheat  market  in  relation  to  the 
price-support  level  and  the  unprecedentedly  large  proportion  of  the 
carryover  which  it  now  appears  will  be  in  Government  ownership  as 
a  result  of  our  price-support  commitments,  the  Department  takes  the 
position  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  establish  as  an  intermediate  objec¬ 
tive  a  minimum  acreage  of  around  62  million  acres  for  the  1954  crop 
of  wheat. 

We  are  not  unmindful,  however,  of  the  objectives  which  prompted 
the  inclusion  of  the  figure  of  66  million  acres  in  the  bill.  If  the 
committee  feels  that  an  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  66  million 
acres  would  be  inconsistent  with  a  policy  of  effecting  orderly  adjust¬ 
ments  the  Department  would  interpose  no  objections  to  its  inclusion 
in  the  law  for  1  year.  However,  we  do  wish  to  present  these  other 
pertinent  factors  for  your  consideration. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Gordon,  where  do  you  get  the  62  million 
acres?  By  that  I  mean  what  is  the  basis  of  it? 

Mr.  Holm.  That  62  million  is  not  pulled  entirely  out  of  the  air. 
The  62  million  on  the  basis  of  assuming  normal  yields  and  all  the 
other  theoretical  things  you  have  to  take  into  consideration,  and  as 
we  now  foresee  the  estimated  disappearance,  would  bring  us  out  in 
1955,  with  approximately  the  same  carryover  that  we  now  foresee 
for  July  1,  1953. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  is  that  carryover? 

Mr.  Holm.  Approximately  570  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Andresen.  How  much  of  that  would  be  in  Government 
ownership? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Most  of  it,  sir. 

Our  prospects  look  pretty  good  for  getting  around  500  million. 

The  Chairman.  You  say  that  the  62  million  acres  is  based  upon 
maintaining  the  carryover  at  the  level  which  we  will  reach  on  July  1, 
1953?  I  don’t  think  it  fair  to  say  that  the  66  million  acres  is  picked 
out  of  the  air  either;  because  it  would  give  you  approximately  the 
same  supply  with  normal  yields  and  the  disappearance  that  we  esti¬ 
mate  now  that  we  will  have  on  July  1,  1954.  This  is  not  an  effort  to 
rationalize  the  thing  on  the  basis  of  just  cutting  the  difference  in  two. 
The  figure  of  66  million  was  based  on  the  idea  of  not  having  any 
greater  carryover  in  1955  than  we  will  have  in  1954. 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  understand  that,  sir. 

Mr.  Holm.  And  the  62  million  would  result  in  an  adjustment  of 
the  carryover  in  1955  back  to  the  1953  level,  rather  than  the  66 
million  maintained  theoretically  at  the  1954  level. 
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The  Chairman.  Well,  I  am  glad  to  have  those  two  figures  before 
the  committee,  because  they  give  the  committee  something  to  go 
on  in  determining  where  the  minimum  acreage  should  be. 

Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Mr.  Andresen. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  there  any  deadline  that  is  necessary  on  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  legislation  as  to  make  it  effective  for  the  next  crop  year? 
Do  you  have  to  make  any  announcement  now  shortly  as  to  whether 
or  not  you  will  have  referendum  on  marketing  quotas? 

Mr.  Gordon.  July  1. 

Mr.  Andresen.  And  in  that  announcement,  you  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  existing  law  or  will  it  be  necessary  to  have  this  bill  passed 
and  enacted  into  law  before  July  1? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Well,  there  are  a  good  many  features  of  the  bill  that 
are  extremely  desirable  for  effective  administration  of  the  program. 
And  then  of  course  if  you  are  going  to  change  these  two  features,  your 
eligibility  and  your  acreage,  that  will  have  to  ge  done  prior  to  the 
referendum. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  it  is  very  important  if  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  to  be  enacted  that  it  be  done  at  the  earliest  possible  date? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  It  would  have  to  be  done  before  July  1  because 
that  is  the  deadline  as  I  imderstand  it  on  the  announcement. 

Mr.  Holm.  Mr.  Andresen,  the  July  1  date  is  the  deadline  by  which 
the  Secretary  must  make  the  announcement  with  respect  to  whether 
or  not  marketing  quotas  are  going  to  be  in  existence.  He  is  also 
required  then  if  they  are  to  be  in  existence  to  conduct  a  referendum 
by  July  25.  Prior  to  that  date  there  should  be  in  the  hands  of  every 
producer  a  notice  of  what  his  acreage  allotment  is  going  to  be. 

I  think  you  can  readily  appreciate  that  the  basis  on  which  those 
acreage  allotments  will  be  made,  both  insofar  as  distribution  of  a 
national  acreage  allotment  to  the  State  and  county  and  consequently 
to  the  individual  farmer — there  are  very  vital  portions  of  this  bill  that 
are  applicable  to  them  and  the  administrative  work  involved  in 
complying  with  the  law  and  giving  the  farmer  an  acreage-allotment 
notice  prior  to  the  referendum  is  tremendous. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  there  any  preliminary  work  now  being  done 
through  the  county  committees  to  establish  the  acreage  allotment? 

Mr.  Holm.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Albert.  Does  the  Department  have  any  attitude  on  how  big 
the  carryover  should  be? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Well,  we  have  been  inclined  to  stay  a  little  clear  of 
that. 

Mr.  Albert.  You  do  not  think  500  million  is  a  disastrous  carry¬ 
over? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Well,  that  would  depend  entirely  on  a  good  many 
conditions.  Your  weather  conditions - - 

Mr.  Albert.  I  mean  for  a  normal  carryover? 

Mr.  Harrison.  They  are  not  a  figure  that  is  set  by  law  beyond 
which  we  must  invoke  the  acreage  allotment? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Acreage  allotments  are  not  involved  on  the  basis  of 
carryover.  They  are  mandatory  each  year  by  law.  Marketing 
quotas,  however,  are  invoked  only  when  the  total  supply  exceeds 
normal  supply  by  more  than  20  percent. 
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Mr.  Albert.  That  only  involves  the  necessity  of  imposing  quotas, 
does  it  not — the  figures  set  by  law? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Harrison.  What  is  that  figure? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  is  120  percent  of  normal  supply. 

Mr.  Hill.  What  is  the  normal  supply? 

Mr.  Walker.  Normal  supply  is  domestic  consumption  and  exports 
plus  15  percent  as  a  reserve  for  carryover. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  What  has  been  the  carryover  figure — in  round  figures? 

Mr.  Walker.  Assuming  domestic  consumption  at  715  million 
bushels  and  exports  at,  say,  300  million  bushels  would  give  you  about 
1,015  million  bushels.  Now  15  percent  of  that  would  give  you  about 
152  million.  That  would  be  1,167  million  bushels  as  the  normal  supply. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Are  you  taking  into  consideration  the  increase  in 
population  since  that  formula  was  written? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andresen.  That  for  many,  many  years  here  we  have  figured 
around  700  million  bushels  for  domestic  consumption. 

Mr.  Walker.  And  that  is  still  the  amount. 

Mr.  Andresen.  And  still  we  have  about  50  million  people  more  in 
the  country. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right.  The  per  capita  consumption  of  wheat 
has  gone  down  as  fast  as  the  population  increased. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  What  is  the  normal  carryover  in  bushels? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  normal  carryover — now  what  do  you  mean? — 
with  respect  to  history  or  with  respect  to  that  normal  supply 
definition? 

Mr.  Hoeven.  The  normal  carryover,  say,  during  the  past  10  years. 

Mr.  Walker.  History  would  be  something  like  225  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Cooley.  You  mean  you  have  a  carryover  now  that  is  more 
than  twice  the  size  of  normal  then? 

Mr.  Walker.  Oh,  yes,  sure. 

Mr.  Harrison.  Let  me  ask  one  more  question.  What  is  the 
carryover  in  numbers  of  bushels  that  makes  it  necessary  that  we  put 
into  effect  the  law  to  have  acreage  allotments?  We  have  570  millions 
as  of  July  1,  1953;  so  I  take  it  from  that  that  it  is  necessary  for  us 
to  invoke  the  law? 

Mr.  Walker.  On  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Harrison.  And  how  many  bushels  could  we  have  and  not  have 
to  invoke  the  law? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  do  not  have  those  figures;  but  it  would  be  120 
percent  of — 1,167  million. 

Mr.  Harrison.  It  is  my  understanding  that  we  are  pretty  close 
to  that  figure.  The  570  million  does  not  exceed  the  amount  to  any 
great  extent? 

Mr.  Walker.  We  will  get  the  figure. 

Mr.  Holm.  Your  question,  Mr.  Harriosn  was - 

Mr.  Harrison.  My  question  was,  What  would  be  the  carryover 
that  we  could  have  and  still  not  have  to  invoke  the  law  of  marketing 
quotas? 

We  now  have  570  million  bushels;  and  it  is  my  understanding  that 
according  to  law  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  invoke  the  law — we 
are  going  to  have  to  invoke  the  marketing  quotas. 
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Mr.  Holm.  The  marketing  quota  level,  Mr.  Harrison,  would  be 
approximately  1,435  million  total  supply. 

Mr.  Harrison.  Well,  I  am  not  getting  the  figure  that  I  am  looking 
for. 

I  want  the  carryover  that  we  could  have  and  still  not  have  to  invoke 
the  law  of  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Holm.  Well,  of  course,  the  marketing  quota  level  is  arrived 
at  on  the  basis  of  the  total  supply  of  which  the  carryover  is  only  a 
part. 

Mr.  Walker.  The  answer  to  your  question  would  be  about  268 
million  bushels  above  the  normal  supply. 

The  Chairman.  That  includes  268  bushels  as  the  carryover. 

Mr.  Walker.  Over  and  above  the  normal  supply. 

I  understood  his  question  was  how  much  could  we  have  over  and 
above  normal  supply  before  the  imposition  of  marketing  quotas. 

That  is  about  268  to  270  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Harrison.  That  is  it;  but  I  didn’t  get  it  in  round  figures. 
I  wondered  whether  it  was  500  million  bushels  that  we  could  have  and 
still  not  have  to,  according  to  the  law,  put  into  effect  the  marketing 
quotas. 

If  we  had  400  million  bushels  of  the  carryover  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  put  into  effect  the  marketing  quotas  today;  isn’t  that 
right?  But  since  it  is  570  million  bushels,  it  is  necessary  that  we 
put  into  effect  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Schoonover.  Well,  normal  supply  is  15  percent  of  consumption 
and  exports.  Now,  if  you  assume  that  in  round  figures,  to  be  1  billion 
bushels,  then  you  go  20  percent  above  normal.  That  is  approximately 
267  million — somewhere  about  that.  You  add  the  two  together  and 
it  gives  you  about  416  million  on  the  basis  of  the  present  supply 
situation. 

Mr.  Harrison.  That  is  what  I  wanted. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Mr.  McIntire.  Just  one  short  question.  I  think  the  answer  may 
be  “yes”  or  “no.”  But  the  legislation  proposed  does  not  affect  one 
way  or  the  other  the  regulation  or  the  rule  by  which  you  determine 
whether  or  not  quotas  shall  be  put  into  effect  on  the  1954  crop? 

Mr.  Walker.  No,  sir,  it  does  not. 

Mr.  McIntire.  This  is  simply  administrative  legislation  and  does 
not  preclude  getting  the  1954  crop  out  of — it  does  not  affect  that  rule 
at  all. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you,  Mr.  Gordon,  and  your  associates 
in  the  Department  also,  for  appearing  before  the  committee.  This 
has  taken  longer  than  we  anticipated. 

We  have  three  other  witnesses  on  the  list  whom  we  have  not  heard. 

I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Patton,  Dr.  Sanders,  and  Mr.  Bell  if  they 
can  be  here  tomorrow. 

(Assent  indicated.) 

The  Chairman.  Then  we  will  adjourn  until  10  o’clock  tomorrow 
morning  at  which  time  we  will  hear  the  other  witnesses. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:10  p.  m.,  the  committee  adjourned  to  reconvene- 
at  10  a.  m.,  June  5,  1953.) 
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FRIDAY,  JUNE  5,  1953 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  TJ.  C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  adjournment,  at  10  a.  m.,  in  room 
1310,  New  House  Office  Building,  the  Honorable  Clifford  R.  Hope, 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Hope  (chairman),  Andresen,  Hill,  Hoe- 
ven,  Harvey,  Belcher,  Golden,  Poage,  McMillan,  Abernethy,  Polk, 
Wheeler,  and  Thompson. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  met  this  morning  for  the  further  consideration  of  bill 
PI.  R.  5451.  The  first  witness  on  the  list  is  Mr.  James  G.  Patton, 
president  of  the  National  Farmers  Union.  Will  you  come  forward 
at  this  time,  Mr.  Patton?  I  am  sorry  we  do  not  have  anymore  mem¬ 
bers  here,  but  they  will  be  coming  in.  Tlie  House  is  meeting  at 
11  o’clock,  so  we  must  get  started  if  we  are  going  to  conclude. 

You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Patton. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  G.  PATTON,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

FARMERS  UNION 

Air.  Patton.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  the 
record,  my  name  is  James  G.  Patton,  president  of  the  National 
Farmers  Union.  I  live  in  Denver,  Colo.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appear  in 
support  of  H.  R.  5451.  In  my  opinion  the  provisions  of  this  bill  are 
the  minimum  that  we  should  do  immediately  to  revise  wheat-acreage 
allotment  and  marketing-quota  legislation  in  the  interest  of  national 
security. 

Wheat  is  a  universal  food  grain.  It  is  truly  the  staff  of  life.  To 
the  people  of  the  world  it  has  very  great  symbolic  as  well  as  nutri¬ 
tional  value.  In  considering,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposed  legislation 
before  you  today,  your  committee  is  operating  in  the  area  of  the  solar 
plexus  of  the  free  world.  By  approving  this  bill  or  similar  legislation, 
to  provide  for  the  accumulation  and  maintenance  of  an  adequate 
safety  reserve  of  wheat,  you  will  be  putting  up  an  effective  guard 
against  paralyzing  blows  that  might  at  any  moment  be  aimed  at  the 
bread  baskets  of  the  nations  that  are  fighting  to  stay  free  of  totali¬ 
tarian  Communist  tyranny. 

I  need  not  tell  the  members  of  this  committee — you  already  know — 
that  the  imperialistic  design  of  the  totalitarian  masters  of  the  Soviet 
Union  is  to  destroy  our  homes,  our  farms,  and  our  factories  and  to 
fasten  slavery  upon  the  people  and  those  of  all  nations  not  already 
under  their  rule. 
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Obviously  we  do  not  want  this  to  happen.  To  prevent  it,  we  must 
realistically  understand  that  the  methods  of  Russian  rulers  are  psycho¬ 
logical  and  economic  as  well  as  military.  We  must  understand,  and 
take  into  account,  the  fact  that  they  attempt  to  exploit  fully  every 
instance  of  hunger,  and  fear  of  hunger,  throughout  the  world.  As 
important  as  are  the  ordinary  economic  and  domestic  reasons  for 
maintaining  an  adequate  safety  reserve  of  wheat,  they  are,  in  my 
opinion,  overshadowed  by  the  importance  of  food  in  the  international 
political  and  psychological  struggle.  Dealing  with  wheat  production 
and  reserve  supply  policies  you  are  dealing  with  national  security 
policies  just  as  surely  as  if  you  were  considering  appropriations  for  the 
Military  Establishment. 

To  take  this  factor  adequately  into  account  in  my  opinion  means 
that  we  should  provide  for  the  development  and  maintenance  of  safety 
reserves  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  somewhat  above  normal  safety 
reserve  requirements.  We  should  establish  a  special  reserve  that  will 
be  available  to  meet  unforeseen  contingencies  that  may  arise  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  cold  war.  I  do  not  want  to  appear  to  be  an  alarmist. 
But  no  mature  sober  consideration  of  world  conditions  can  proceed 
without  some  recognition  of  repeated  occurrences  such  as,  to  mention  a 
few,  the  threatened  invasion  of  Thailand,  a  rice  exporting  nation;  the 
threatened  withdrawal  of  South  Korean  troops  from  the  front  lines; 
or  the  possibility  of  crop  failure  in  Japan  or  France.  I  do  not  predict 
any  of  these  nor  the  certainty  of  any  other  such  calamity.  I  hope 
they  do  not  happen.  But  it  would  be  most  unwise,  I  believe,  if  we 
fail  to  make  provision  against  such  possibilities,  even  though  they 
may  not  be  immediate  probabilities. 

A  staff  study  made  for  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  and  pub¬ 
lished  as  Document  No.  130  of  the  82d  Congress  and  a  similar  study 
made  by  Dr.  Murray  Benedict  for  the  agriculture  committee  of  the 
National  Planning  Association  are  agreed  that  reserves  of  450  to  500 
million  bushels  of  wheat  and  900  million  to  a  billion  bushels  of  corn 
would  be  required  to  offset  year-to-year  variations  in  yields.  This 
would  be  required  to  make  ordinary  prudent  provision  for  normal 
safety  reserves.  These  estimates  do  not  include  provision  for  the 
extraordinary  needs  that  may  arise  at  any  time  from  the  unsettled 
world  situation.  Assuming  these  figures  to  be  correct,  and  I  consider 
them  to  be  so,  they  mean  that  for  the  Nation  to  be  definitely  certain 
that  the  free  world  will  not  be  caught  dangerously  short  of  grain; 
the  United  States  should  maintain  a  safety  reserve  somewhat  larger 
than  the  normal  safety  reserve  requirements  I  have  just  enumerated. 

However,  existing  legislation  does  not  allow  for,  nor  encourage,  the 
production  and  maintenance  of  safety  reserves  at  anywhere  near  this 
level.  Under  existing  legislation,  if  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are 
proclaimed,  the  national  acreage  allotment  must  be  set  at  an  acreage 
that,  with  average  yields,  the  reserve  supply  will  be  reduced  to  ap¬ 
proximately  330  million  bushels,  more  than  200  million  bushels  short 
of  even  normal  safety  requirements.  Existing  legislation  also  requires 
a  cut  in  corn  acreage  to  that  required  to  reduce  total  corn  supply  to  an 
unrealistically  low  supply  level,  in  the  event  that  corn-marketing 
quotas  should  be  proclaimed. 

Such  drastic  cuts  in  wheat  and  corn  acreages  would  result  in  a  most 
inefficient  use  of  farm  resources  and  would  lay  the  Nation  open  to 
the  danger  of  future  shortages  in  food  and  feed  grains  such  as  that 
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which  developed  in  1951  in  the  case  of  cotton,  after  marketing  quotas 
were  in  effect  in  1950. 

My  own  feeling  is  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  not 
proclaim  either  marketing  quotas  or  acreage  allotments  for  wheat  or 
corn  to  be  harvested  in  1954.  I  do  not  believe  that  would  be  a  wise 
action  at  this  juncture  of  the  cold  war.  We  cannot  perceive  with 
sufficient  clarity  what  abnormal  demands  may  he  placed  upon  our 
grain  supply  within  the  next  12  to  14  months.  Moreover,  this 
Nation  should  not  in  my  opinion  willingly  give  its  detractors  the 
opportunity  to  say  that  the  United  States  is  deliberately  cutting  down 
on  food  production  at  a  time  when  there  are  so  many  hungry  people 
in  the  world.  From  this  standpoint  alone,  if  no  other,  there  is  suffi¬ 
cient  justification,  I  think,  to  use  the  emergency  provisions  of  the 
defense  production  law  and  not  proclaim  great  wheat  acreage  cuts  at 
any  point  short  of  a  superabundance  commensurate  with  our  domestic 
and  international  requirements. 

However,  I  realize  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  have 
reason  to  view  the  implications  of  this  situation  somewhat  differently 
and  find  that  in  good  conscience  he  cannot  utilize  the  emergency 
provisions.  He  may,  therefore,  proclaim  marketing  quotas  for  wheat 
and  call  for  a  referendum  vote  of  the  producers,  on  whether  or  not 
quotas  should  go  into  effect. 

The  alternatives  that  would  in  that  event  be  put  up  to  farmers  would 
he  this,  in  my  opinion:  They  could  vote  down  quotas,  thus  accepting 
a  wheat  price  support  of  50  percent  of  parity — about  $1.20  per 
bushel;  or  they  could  vote  for  quotas  that  call  for  a  very  heavy  cut  in 
acreage,  for  a  drastic  reduction  in  the  Nation’s  safety  reserve  of  food 
grains,  but  with  the  assurance  of  a  90  percent  of  parity  support  price. 

Farmers  know  that  they  cannot  produce  wheat  at  $1.20  per  bushel; 
they  also  know  that  to  cut  acreage  by  the  extent  required  by  present 
law  would  be  to  take  an  unnecessary  risk  with  national  security. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  you,  wheat  producers  should  not  be  required 
to  make  a  choice  between  such  undesirable  alternatives.  Even  more 
importantly,  the  Nation  cannot,  in  wisdom  and  safety,  afford  to  risk 
the  results  of  requiring  farmers  to  adopt  either  of  these  alternatives. 
Enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation  before  you,  H.  R.  5451,  would, 
for  the  wheat  to  be  harvested  in  1954,  allow  farmers  to  vote  for  quotas 
without  such  drastic  reductions  in  their  acreages  and  without  sub¬ 
jecting  the  Nation  to  such  a  grave  risk  to  national  welfare  and  security 
as  would  be  involved  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  the  wheat  reserve  to 
330  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  urge  enactment  and  approval  of  the 
provisions  of  H.  R.  5451  prior  to  July  1  of  this  year,  the  date  on  which 
the  question  of  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  must  be  finally  decided. 
Moreover,  I  hope  and  respectfully  urge  that  Congress  add  additional 
provisions  to  this  bill  consistent  with  its  intent  on  its  way  through  the 
legislative  process.  Specifically  it  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  wise  at 
this  time  to  revise  the  definitions  of  normal  supply  of  wheat  and  corn 
to  provide  for  larger  carryover  allowances  and  to  establish  a  special 
contingency  reserve  for  protection  against  unusual  needs  that  may 
arise  in  connection  with  the  troubled  international  situation. 

In  this  regard  I  support  the  principles  of  the  resolution  introduced 
by  Senators  Mundt,  Carlson,  Young,  Langer,  Schoepple,  Welker, 
and  Tliye  which  would  raise  the  carryover  allowance  in  the  normal 
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supply  of  wheat  from  15  percent  of  domestic  consumption  and  ex¬ 
ports  to  30  percent  and  for  corn,  from  10  percent  to  20  percent,  while 
leaving  the  allowance  for  excess  to  remain  at  20  percent  of  normal 
supply.  I  also  support  the  principles  of  other  legislative  proposals 
on  the  Senate  side  that  arrive  at  about  the  same  result  by  raising 
the  carryover  allowance  in  normal  supply  of  wheat  to  45  percent, 
and  of  corn  to  30  percent,  while  reducing  the  excess  allowance  to  5 
percent. 

In  connection  with  this  proposed  legislation  I  want  also  to  endorse 
the  general  idea  of  establishing  a  special  Presidential  contingency 
reserve  in  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Here  would  be  set  aside, 
up  to  an  amount  equal  to  20  percent  of  domestic  consumption  and 
exports,  any  wheat  in  the  total  supply  that  is  above  125  percent  of 
domestic  consumption  plus  exports.  The  wheat  in  this  contingency 
reserve  would  be  insulated  from  the  normal  market  by  safeguards 
that  will  precent  its  sale  or  dispersal  until  the  total  supply  of  wheat 
or  corn  has  dropped  to  less  than  75  percent  of  normal  supply,  or  at 
such  times  as  the  President  may  determine  that  wheat  to  meet  na¬ 
tional  security  or  foreign  policy  needs  is  not  otherwise  available. 
This  contingency  reserve  would  also  be  available  to  serve  as  the 
United  States  contribution  to  whatever  international  food  or  famine 
reserve  the  free  nations  may  in  the  future  establish. 

Setting  up  this  Presidential  contingency  reserve  would  insure  that 
this  stored  grain  would  not  have  any  disturbing  or  burdening  effect 
upon  the  regular  grain  markets.  Moreover,  and  just  as  importantly, 
the  establishment  of  specially  earmarked  grain  reserve  would  have 
the  added  advantage  of  announcing  to  the  world  that,  as  a  nation, 
the  United  States  does  specifically  recognize  the  importance  of  food 
for  emergencies  and  that  we  have  made  direct  provisions  to  do  our 
part  to  provide  for  the  food  safety  of  the  free  world. 

In  my  considered  opinion,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Nation  should,  as 
a  conscious  policy,  develop  and  maintain  a  total  wheat  reserve  greater 
than  500  million  bushels  and  a  total  corn  and  feed  grains  reserve  of 
greater  than  the  equivalent  of  900  million  or  a  billion  bushels  of 
corn.  Since  the  bill  before  you  is  not  inconsistent  with  that  goal  and 
is  in  fact  a  step  toward  it,  I  respectfully  urge  your  favorable  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.  R.  5451. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  questions?  Mr.  Hill. 

Mr.  Hill.  Mr.  Patton,  you  made  a  fine  statement.  What  you 
have  mentioned  here  is  absolutely  the  thing  I  had  in  mind,  when 
you  talk  about  a  Presidential  contingency  reserve.  By  taking  that 
out  of  the  market,  it  would  not  be  hanging  over  the  market  at  all. 
Here  is  what  I  have  had  in  my  mind,  and  I  mentioned  it  to  the 
chairman.  I  think  we  can  do  it;  I  think  we  can  do  anything  with 
wheat  that  we  wish  to,  because  wheat  is  a  crop  we  never  did  have 
enough  of  in  the  world. 

I  am  wondering  if  we  could  not  propose — maybe  not  in  this  legis¬ 
lation,  but  certainly  the  wav  you  have  mentioned  on  the  last  page  — 
a  free  pool  of  wheat.  This  free  pool  of  wheat  would  be  free  for  na¬ 
tions.  You  said  food  for  famine  reserve,  but  I  do  not  think  we  need 
to  wait  until  people  are  starving  to  death  to  have  a  free  pool. 

Mr.  Patton.  I  do  not  think  we  should,  either. 

Mr.  Hill.  You  talk  about  a  two-price  system,  domestic,  and  I 
think  that  is  going  to  be  true.  Then  we  have  to  have  a  foreign  price 
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of  wheat,  maybe  wheat  we  want  to  sell  as  an  export.  Then  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  we  could  have  a  free  pool  of  wheat  which  would  go  into 
reservoirs  for  storage,  and  Canada  could  participate,  or  any  other 
nation — Australia — a  certain  number  of  bushels  where  they  have  ex¬ 
cesses.  That  free  pool  could  be  handled  by  this  Presidential  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  organization,  and  they  could  say  where  the  free 
wheat  was  going. 

I  think  the  Lord  has  more  to  do  with  this  than  you  and  I,  because 
you  and  I  have  seen  in  the  plains  of  Colorado  where  they  did  not 
have  anything  to  eat  and  any  food  at  all,  and  they  come  along 
with  wonderful  machinery  and  get  40  bushels  of  wheat  to  the  acre. 
Should  we  penalize  the  farmer  or  penalize  those  who  plant  that  crop 
because  we  have  this  large  amount  of  wheat,  or  should  we  provide 
this  storage  where  we  have  a  free  pool  of  wheat?  What  do  you  think 
of  that? 

Mr.  Patton.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  comment,  I  would  like  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  my  friend,  the  Congressman  from  Colorado 
who  has  been  an  agricultural  statesman  for  a  long  time.  I  feel  that 
way  very  strongly.  First,  that  as  the  leader  of  the  free  world,  we 
cannot  possibly  take  the  risk  of  telling  hungry  people  whom  we  hope 
to  attract  to  our  faith  that  we  are  going  to  practice  scarcity  for 
scarcity’s  sake.  I  think  secondly,  I  have  been  a  supporter  of  the  idea 
of  trade  and  have  supported  reciprocal  trade  and  such  things  as  that. 
But  until  we  institutionalize  some  of  our  international  trade  move¬ 
ments  in  terms  of  devices  such  as  you  suggest  and  possibly  an  inter¬ 
national  commodity  clearinghouse,  such  as  was  up  before  for  con¬ 
sideration — institutions  which  will  be  able  to  provide  the  means  of 
adequate  distribution,  whether  it  is  for  hungry  people  or  whether  it 
is  for  freeing  up  a  currency  situation — we  will  not  fully  achieve  it. 

I  endorse  the  idea,  Mr.  Hill,  that  you  have  proposed  in  that  frame¬ 
work. 

Mr.  Hill.  The  thing  I  had  in  mind  was  this.  This  free  pool  of 
wheat  would  be  completely  outside  of  the  normal  trade  performances, 
shall  I  say,  or  the  carrying  out  of  the  wheat  business.  When  once 
10  percent  of  the  crop  of  wheat  was  placed  into  the  free  pool,  it  could 
not  be  sold  and  would  go  to  the  poor  people.  Now,  we  do  strange 
things.  We  have  a  disaster  somewhere  in  some  country  and  we  all 
donate  and  give  money  and  clothes,  and  that  is  a  fine  thing,  and  we 
do  it.  I  mean,  we  actually  perform  the  service. 

Do  you  mean  to  tell  me  we  could  not  plan  an.  organization,  world¬ 
wide,  that  would  take  this  free  wheat,  that  will  give  us  a  chance  to 
produce  it,  put  it  in  this  free  pool;  and  then  when  hungry  people 
come  along,  all  they  have  to  do  is  make  an  application,  the  investiga¬ 
tion  will  be  made,  and  the  wheat  could  be  delivered?  Everyone  in 
the  world  knows  how  to  use  wheat.  If  we  said  sweetpotatoes,  that 
is  wonderful,  too;  but  then  we  would  have  to  send  a  whole  group  of 
folks  in  to  these  areas  and  teach  them  how  to  use  sweetpotatoes. 

That  is  a  true  statement.  I  mentioned  sweetpotatoes  because  they 
are  a  wonderful  food.  But  who  is  going  to  do  that?  I  will  tell 
you — no  one.  But  when  it  comes  to  wheat,  no  nation  in  the  world 
fails  to  know,  poor  or  not,  how  to  use  wheat  as  a  food. 

Mr.  Golden.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Hill.  I  just  throw  that  idea  out.  I  am  through. 

The  Chairman.  The  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 
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Mr.  Golden.  I  am  just  wondering  if  Mr.  Hill  heard  the  President 
speak  the  other  night  and  talk  about  the  famine  in  Pakistan? 

Mr.  Hill.  You  would  not  expect  a  Republican  who  was  sitting  at 
home  with  a  television  set  not  to  listen  to  the  President. 

Mr.  Golden.  He  said  that  that  nation  needed  a  million  tons  of 
wheat.  They  do  not  have  any  food  now  at  all,  and  if  that  need  is 
met,  from  such  a  suggestion  as  you  have,  we  will  have  to  meet  it 
ourselves — one  nation.  While  to  carry  on  the  suggestion  that  you 
two  men  have  been  discussing,  we  may  get  some  help  from  Canada 
and  Australia  and  other  producing  nations. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  might  say,  Mr.  Golden,  in  addition  to  that  I  had  some¬ 
thing  in  my  mind  far  deeper  than  just  one  people.  What  I  had  in 
mind  was,  we  might  be  short  on  wheat  but  we  could  take  care  of  our 
folks  at  home;  and  in  that  same  season  perhaps  Australia  might  have 
so  much  wheat  they  did  not  know  what  to  do  with  it.  If  you  have  a 
free  pool,  we  would  not  need  any  of  that  but  we  can  supply  ourselves.  ( 
Then  Australia,  being  the  country  that  has  the  most  wheat  in  the  free 
pool,  could  supply  Pakistan.  In  other  words,  we  are  looking  ahead. 

I  know  we  can  do  it  as  far  as  I  am  concerned.  We  do  a  lot  of  other 
things  really  harder  than  this. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  certainly  do  not  want  to  sound  any  discordant  note 
here,  but  I  wanted  to  ask  you  about  the  same  thing  Mr.  Hill  has  asked 
you  about.  I  want  to  suggest,  of  course,  that  I  sympathize  with  the 
objectives  that  both  you  gentlemen  have  suggested.  Maybe  I  am 
not  just  as  optimistic  as  some  other  people.  How  are  you  going  to 
keep  this  wheat  from  becoming  a  weight  on  the  market  that  depresses 
the  price  of  all  wheat?  That  thing  has  never  been  answered  to  my 
satisfaction  by  any  of  these  plans  for  taking  commodities  off  of  the 
market.  I  have  observed  all  my  life,  particularly  with  cotton,  that 
it  does  not  make  a  bit  of  difference  hi  the  world  where  the  cotton  is 
nor  what  the  law  says  about  it;  the  merchants  know  where  every  bale 
of  cotton  in  the  world  is.  If  there  is  a  bale  there,  they  add  it  to  the 
visible  surplus  and  depress  the  price  by  exactly  that  percentage.  They 
do  the  same  thing  with  wheat. 

How  do  you  keep  it  from  becoming  a  burden  on  the  market  and 
depressing  the  price?  That  is  what  I  am  interested  in.  I 

Mr.  Patton.  It  is  my  own  opinion,  Mr.  Poage,  that  had  our  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  other  governments  of  the  world  adopted  the  international 
commodity  clearinghouse  idea,  which  all  of  the  farm  organizations  in 
this  country  approved  and  which  was  approved  by  the  International 
Federation  of  Agricultural  Producers  with  representatives  from  38 
countries,  we  woidd  have  met  that  because  of  the  fact  that  I  do  not 
think  the  free  pool  would  be  very  large  at  any  time  if  you  had  an 
institutional  device  for  getting  that  food,  that  wheat,  to  the  people 
who  need  it. 

Sir  Jolm  Orr,  who  used  to  be  head  of  the  FAO,  wrote  me  a  letter 
recently.  He  has  been  spending  a  lot  of  time  in  Pakistan  and  India 
and  the  Far  East,  and  he  said  it  was  his  estimate  that  the  food  supply 
in  all  of  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world  was  10  percent  less  than 
it  was  before  World  War  II.  My  point  is,  Mr.  Poage,  if  we  had  the 
institutional  devices  for  seeking  out  and  dealing  with  the  problems  of 
hunger  and  malnutrition  and  so  on  that  we  would  not  have  a  very 
large  pool  in  the  first  place;  and  secondly,  if  it  were  institutionalized 
in  such  an  agency  as  the  international  commodity  clearinghouse,  those 
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who  deal  in  the  so-called  free  market  and  attempt  to  use  it  as  a  depress¬ 
ing  factor  would  be  on  notice  it  would  not  be  available  for  the  market. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  have  been  on  notice  several  times  in  the  past.  My 
experience  is  more  with  cotton  than  it  is  with  wheat,  but  I  know  the 
same  principle  applies.  We  have  what  we  call  frozen  a  lot  of  cotton 
in  the  past.  It  never  did  take  it  off  of  the  calculations  of  the  cotton 
merchants.  They  counted  it  just  the  same  as  they  counted  any  bales 
of  cotton;  they  knew  it  was  there;  they  knew  it  could  be  turned  loose. 
We  have  said  in  the  past  sometimes  that  it  could  not  be  turned  loose 
without  an  act  of  Congress.  You  suggest  here  that  you  let  the  Presi¬ 
dent  turn  it  loose  whenever  he  sees  fit. 

The  minute  you  do  that,  it  is  not  going  to  be  5-percenters  it  will  be 
25-percenters  that  are  going  to  be  down  here  camping  out  at  the  front 
gate  of  the  White  House.  I  am  not  talking  about  President  Eisen¬ 
hower.  I  am  talking  about  government,  regardless  of  who  is  President 
of  the  United  States.  I  am  saying  that  the  minute  you  put  in  the 
hands  of  any  one  man  the  power  to  make  great  fortunes  by  turning 
something  loose,  that  there  is  going  be  plenty  of  people  in  the  United 
States  who  can  find  reasons  why  it  ought  to  be  turned  loose;  or  vice 
versa,  why  it  should  be  held. 

Whenever  you  place  in  the  hands  of  an  individual  the  power  to  make 
the  decision  as  to  the  market,  which  all  the  people  make  under  the 
normal  process  of  things,  it  seems  to  me  you  have  a  terribly  danger¬ 
ous  situation  and  one  that  can  completely  upset  things  any  day  when 
some  individual  makes  an  unfortunate  decision.  I  am  not  talking 
about  necessarily  corrupt  decisions,  but  individuals  are  certain  to  make 
mistakes.  I  think  you  create  a  very  dangerous  thing  when  you  put  the 
power  to  break  these  markets  in  the  hands  of  one  man.  You  do  have 
it;  do  you  not?  You  will  agree  that  if  you  had  even  125  million  bushels 
of  wheat  stored  up  in  one  of  these  pools  and  telling  everybody  it  was 
not  going  to  be  sold,  and  then  one  day  the  President  decides  that  con¬ 
ditions  are  such  that  it  ought  to  move,  would  that  not  break  the  mar¬ 
ket? 

Mr.  Patton.  You  see,  Mr.  Poage,  so  far  as  my  own  conviction  and 
the  position  of  my  organization  are  concerned,  it  could  not  break  the 
market  very  well  if  the  proposals  we  have  made  were  adopted.  We 
believe  that  we  ought  to  have  100-percent  parity  support  prices.  We 
believe  that  is  a  fair  price. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  has  no  desire  to  cut  short  this  discussion, 
but  we  have  three  other  witnesses  and  the  House  convenes  at  11 
o’clock.  We  will  have  before  this  committee  quite  soon  a  bill  for 
relief  to  Pakistan,  at  which  time  the  discussion  that  is  now  going  on 
will  be  more  appropriate. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  ask  one  question  for  the 
purpose  of  the  record?  I  am  not  quite  clear  in  my  mind  as  to  this 
proposed  pool.  Who  would  pay  the  farmer  for  the  wheat  that  goes 
into  the  pool?  Would  he  donate  it  or  would  the  Government  pay 
him  for  it? 

Mr.  Patton.  As  a  matter  of  policy,  I  think  that  this  is  a  part  of  a 
total  foreign  policy,  and  I  do  not  think  that  any  group,  whether  it  is 
manufacturers  or  farmers  or  anyone  else,  should  be  asked  to  carry  the 
responsibility  for  everybody  for  a  part  of  our  foreign  policy.  That 
is  the  way  I  look  upon  it.  Therefore  I  would  say  if  any  went 
into  the  pool,  the  farmer  would  be  paid  for  it,  just  the  same — as  I 
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read  in  Business  Week,  at  least — as  we  pile  up  some  $4  billion  worth 
of  lead  and  tin.  According  to  one  story  I  read,  they  paid  a  little 
bove  the  market  to  accumulate  it  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  as  a 
matter  of  national  security. 

I  view  food  as  equally  important  because  I  feel  very  deeply  that 
the  gains  made  by  our  opponents — those  who  would  destroy  tli  free 
world — have  been  gained  on  false  representations  to  empty  stomachs, 
sort  of  an  empty  stomach  communism  that  has  permitted  them  to  go 
along.  But  I  feel  the  farmer  should  not  be  asked  to  give  the  wheat 
to  the  pool. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Then  you  mean  the  Government  should  pay  the 
farmer? 

Mr.  Patton.  That  is  right:  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Would  each  government  pay  for  its  own,  or  would 
the  United  States  Government  pay  for  all  of  it? 

Mr.  Patton.  Personally  we  felt  under  the  International  Commodity 
Clearing  House  proposal  that  a  unit  set  up  by  the  various  govern¬ 
ments  would  pay  for  it,  and  then  the  governments  would  be  responsible 
in  proportion  to  what  they  took  out  and  put  in. 

Mr.  McMillan.  I  was  hoping  that  if  Australia  produced  the  most 
wheat,  the  United  States  Government  would  not  have  to  pay  for 
it,  too. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Patton,  for  your 
appearance  and  your  statement  before  the  committee.  The  next 
witness  will  be  J.  T.  Sanders,  representing  the  National  Grange. 

STATEMENT  OF  J.  T.  SANDERS,  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL,  THE 

NATIONAL  GRANGE 

Air.  Sanders.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
have  a  brief  statement  here  which  I  shall  read. 

1.  The  National  Grange  is  favorable  to  the  provisions  of  H.  R. 
5451.  It  provides  adjustments  in  the  current  law  which  will  be 
badly  needed  if  acreage  controls  and  marketing  quotas  are  imposed 
on  the  1954  wheat  crop,  which  now  appears  probable. 

2.  Over  the  past  period  of  history  of  restrictive  farm  laws,  the 
National  Grange  has  been  opposed  to  placing  complete  or  even  major 
dependence  on  control  of  production  as  a  means  of  raising  farm  prices 
and  handling  the  surplus  portions  of  crops.  We  are  still  opposed  in 
general  to  such  methods  of  price  support  and  feel  that  new  measures 
can  and  should  be  worked  out  that  will  support  prices  without  such 
problems  arising,  as  are  dealt  with  in  H.  R.  5451.  Nevertheless  such 
improved  laws  are  not  now  on  the  statute  books;  and,  under  current 
conditions  of  production  and  laws,  we  are  almost  certain  to  be  re¬ 
quired  under  the  law  to  impose  production  restrictions  on  wheat  next 
year.  Present  situations  in  wheat  production  cannot  be  handled  in 
the  best  interests  of  farmers  and  the  Nation  with  the  law  as  at  present 
written.  Under  these  conditions  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  support  the 
amendments  to  the  1938  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  provided  for 
in  H.  R.  5451. 

3.  This  bill  will  give  a  greater  flexibility  of  controls  and  an  adjust¬ 
ment  in  production  more  favorable  to  those  areas  most  adapted  to 
economically  sound  wheat  production.  This  flexibility  is  highly 
desirable  in  any  system  of  control  of  agricultural  production. 
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4.  In  the  past  12  to  15  years  of  war  and  cold-war  conditions  there 
have  been  marked  shifts  of  wheat  production  with  greater  and  greater 
production  going  to  areas  best  adapted  to  wheat  production.  Under 
these  conditions  a  10 -year  average  acreage  and  yield  would  not  reflect 
accurately  current  situations  and  trends.  H.  R.  5411  corrects,  at 
least  in  part,  this  difficulty  by  changing  the  current  law  requirement 
of  a  10-year  average  as  a  base  to  base  of  a  5-year  average.  This  will 
certainly  reflect  current  trends  more  accurately,  except  in  the  case  of 
abnormal  yields  due  to  the  vagaries  of  nature.  The  bill  provides  for 
adjustments  in  case  of  such  abnormal  yields. 

5.  Another  desirable  change  which  the  bill  provides  is  that  of 
shifting  the  3-percent  reserve  from  a  county  to  a  State’s  allocation, 
and  providing  an  additional  1  percent  national  reserve.  Reserves, 
or  setasides,  also  add  to  flexibility  of  controls.  Hardship  cases  in 
allotments  and  quotas  are  bound  to  arise  as  between  individuals,  as 
between  counties,  and  States.  The  additional  1  percent  reserve  for 
the  Nation  will  help  correct  maladjustments  between  States,  and 
lifting  the  3-percent  reserve  from  the  county  to  the  State  level  will 
provide  a  more  equitable  adjustment  between  counties,  which  in 
turn  will  be  reflected  to  an  equitable  adjustment  to  the  individual 
farmer.  Such  increased  flexibility  is  to  our  way  of  thinking  highly 
important  in  the  insitution  of  any  scheme  of  production  control. 

6.  We  agree  also  with  the  provision  raising  the  marketing  quota 
exemption  from  a  200  to  a  400  maximum  bushelage  exemption,  and 
from  a  15  to  a  25  acre  maximum  exemption.  This  will  greatly  simplify 
and  reduce  the  task  of  administration  and  will  have  relatively  little 
effect  on  increasing  the  total  production  of  wheat.  Acreages  of  wheat 
of  less  than  25  acres  are  usually  grown  as  part  of  a  rotation  system, 
and  exemption  of  these  farms  from  market  quotas  will  not  interfere 
with  their  normal  cropping  rotation,  which  is  a  desirable  thing  to 
avoid  doing. 

7.  Finally,  we  agree  with  the  provision  raising  the  total  national 
allotment  from  55  to  66  million  acres.  We  doubt  that  it  would  be 
wise,  from  the  standpoint  of  national  security,  to  make  a  cut  of  30 
percent  of  wheat  acreage  as  is  required  under  the  present  law  if 
acreage  and  market  quotas  are  imposed.  This  provision  would  reduce 
the  imposed  cut  to  around  15  percent,  which  we  believe  is  a  wise  thing 
to  do  under  present  world  conditions  of  a  cereal  shortage  in  the  world 
as  is  evidenced  by  high  prices  of  rice  and  our  virtual  embargo  against 
exports  thereof,  and  in  view  of  the  absolute  necessity  of  our  main¬ 
tenance  of  expanded  foreign  markets  for  American  wheat. 

8.  To  summarize  the  position  of  the  National  Grange  on  H.  R. 
5451,  we  would  say  that,  although  we  would  prefer  not  to  find  it 
necessary  to  have  to  support  such  ameliorating  provisions  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  restriction,  but  since  we  find  it  necessary  to  live  with  such  a 
law  for  the  time  being,  we  are  certainly  in  favor  of  introducing  the 
desired  flexibility  and  adjustments  which  are  carried  in  the  currently 
considered  law. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Sanders.  Are 
there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Andresen.  In  paragraph  7  you  refer,  Mr.  Sanders,  to  our 
virtual  embargo  against  exports  of  rice.  Just  what  do  you  mean? 
Have  we  got  an  embargo  against  exports  of  rice  or  any  other  cereal? 
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Mr.  Sanders.  I  will  have  to  confess  that  National  Master  Newsom 
inserted  that  and  I  did  not  take  the  trouble  to  ask  him  what  he  meant. 

In  other  words,  I  did  not  go  to  him.  I  will  have  to  confess  that  I  am 
totally  uninformed  as  to  whether  we  have  any  sort  of  provision  that 
would  keep  us  from  shipping  rice  abroad.  I  do  know  that  rice  is  in 
very  great  demand;  that  the  price  is  exceptionally  high  compared  with 
prewar,  and  I  know  what  it  is  due  to.  But  whether  we  have  shipped 
so  much  rice  abroad  that  we  are  beginning  to  think  we  are  shipping  too 
much  for  our  own  good  I  do  not  know.  I  will  have  to  confess  you 
picked  a  point  that  I  am  not  informed  on. 

Mr.  Andresen.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  embargo  against 
exporting  rice. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  would  think  you  are  right.  I  have  an  idea  that 
Mr.  Newsom  had  in  mind  a  price - 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  facts  are  that  there  is  an  embargo  against 
rice  imports  because  of  the  tremendous  surplus  that  we  produce  of  ( 
rice  in  this  country.  That  is  under  section  104. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  am  glad  to  get  the  information,  Mr.  Congressman. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  had  export  controls  on  rice.  I  do  not 
know  whether  they  are  in  effect  now  or  not.  It  is  not  an  embargo, 

I  am  sure.  It  never  was  an  embargo,  but  we  have  had  export  controls 
on  rice.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  are  still  in  effect.  Can  any  of 
you  gentlemen  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  clear  that  up? 

Mr.  Holm.  Yes,  sir.  There  are  export  controls  in  effect  on  rice 
today.  They  do  not  constitute  an  embargo,  however.  They  do 
represent  and  provide  for  the  flow  of  the  total  rice  production  of  the 
United  States  into  the  world.  But  it  was  necessary  because  of  the 
shortage  that  existed  in  the  world  and  because  of  the  necessity  of 
protecting  our  traditional  markets  of  rice  and  being  able  to  channel 
the  rice  supply  of  the  United  States  into  the  places  where  it  would 
best  fit — both  the  maintenance  of  our  traditional  markets  and  the 
implementation  of  our  foreign  policy — to  impose  export  controls. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Andresen  has  asked  the  Chair  to  inquire  as 
to  what  legislation  that  authority  is  embraced  in. 

Mr.  Holm.  Under  the  authority  of  the  Defense  Production  Act, 
Mr.  Chairman.  \ 

The  Chairman.  That  includes  export  controls  on  a  number  of 
commodities. 

Mr.  Holm.  The  allocation  of  commodities. 

Mr.  Sanders.  May  I  for  the  sake  of  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman, 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  National  Master  Newsom’s  words  are 
“virtual  embargo”  and  not  “embargo.”  I  presume  that  is  what  he 
had  in  mind,  because  I  think  probably  he  had  been  discussing  this 
with  Mr.  Brinkley,  the  secretary  of  the  co-op  council,  who  is  well 
informed  on  this  point. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Harvey  had  a  question. 

Mr.  Harvey.  In  connection  with  the  statement  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  the  Department,  is  it  not  true  that  we  have  made  as 
a  part  of  our  foreign  policy  vast  commitments  to  ship  rice  to  Korea, 
for  example?  And  it  is  not  true  that  the  policy  of  directing  the  supply 
of  rice  to  those  commitments  that  we  have  made  as  a  part  of  our 
foreign  policy  has  been  the  cause  of  the  imposition  of  control?  Is  that 
not  true? 

Mr.  Holm.  Yes,  sir. 
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Mr.  Belcher.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  here. 
Mr.  Sanders,  I  notice  in  your  statement  that  you  did  not  discuss  the 
provision  here  which  changes  the  penalty  from  50  percent  of  the  basis 
of  the  loan  to  50  percent  of  the  parity  price.  Does  the  Grange  have 
a  stand  on  that  section  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  think  our  stand  would  he  that  we  would  be  in  favor 
of  that,  because  certainly  15  cents  a  bushel  is  no  penalty  as  it  stands 
at  present  for  a  violation  of  the  marketing  quota.  So  1  am  quite  sure 
we  would  agree  with  raising  the  penalty.  Whether  50  percent  of 
parity  is  too  severe  or  not,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Belcher.  As  I  understand  it — and  the  chairman  can  correct 
me  if  I  am  wrong — this  changes  it  from  50  percent  of  the  basic  rate 
of  the  loan  to  50  percent  of  parity,  which  might  be  quite  a  difference. 

The  Chairman.  On  that  point  the  situation  is  like  this.  In  the 
1949  act  Congress,  through  an  inadvertence  enacted  legislation  which 
apparently  eliminates  the  provision  which  provides  for  a  penalty  of 
50  percent  of  the  support  price.  I  am  not  too  sure  it  was  eliminated. 
That  is  not  a  good  way  to  put  it  perhaps,  but  we  think  there  is  some 
question  whether  it  is  still  in  the  law.  Certainly  there  is  no  intent 
to  eliminate  the  provision.  This  is  an  effort  to  restore  what  was  in 
the  law.  It  would  restore  it,  except  the  language  in  this  bill  does 
read  50  percent  of  parity,  rather  than  50  percent  of  the  support  price. 
So  there  is  that  difference.  As  the  law  stands  on  its  face  now,  the 
provision  is  15  cents  a  bushel. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Would  you  care  to  comment  on  whether  or  not  you 
think  your  organization  would  go  along  with  50  percent  of  the  parity 
price?  Do  you  think  that  is  too  high  a  penalty  or  do  you  think  that 
much  penalty  is  necessary? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Congressman  Belcher,  I  would  be  inclined  to  think 
that  we  would  say  that  50  percent  of  the  support  price  would  be  a 
preferable  penalty  rather  than  50  percent  of  parity,  because  50  percent 
of  parity,  if  you  are  supporting  under  the  flexible  price  support  sj^stem, 
could  be  very  severe. 

Mr.  Belcher.  Would  it  not  virtually  just  mean  that  the  farmer 
could  not  afford  to  sell  wheat  and  pay  the  penalty? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Yes;  and  he  might  have  an  exceptional  yield  that 
would  give  him  more  than  he  thought  he  would  get  normally.  I 
would  think  that  a  provision  which  said  50  percent  of  the  support  price 
would  probably  be  preferable  so  far  as  we  are  concerned,  although  I 
have  not  given  very  close  study  to  that. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions?  Mr.  Poage. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Sanders,  reading  your  eighth  paragraph,  I  was  not 
sure  what  you  meant  there,  your  last  paragraph.  Do  you  mean  that 
the  Grange  is  opposed  to  any  program  that  requires  the  reduction  of 
acreage  for  price  support? 

Mr.  Sanders.  No,  I  do  not  mean  exactly  that,  because  we  have  had 
specific  resolutions  supporting  the  tobacco  restriction  program. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  are  opposed  to  it  on  wheat,  cotton,  rice  and 
peanuts? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Yes.  Basically  we  believe  that  a  sound  two-price 
system  which  would  permit  a  support  of  exactly  the  same  amount  at 
90  percent  parity  that  you  would  with  either  of  the  other  two  laws  is 
possible,  and  then  permit  the  surplus  to  sell  at  any  price  that  it  will 
sell  at  in  any  market  that  is  available,  and  let  the  farmers  carry 
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that  burden  of  that  surplus.  So  we  believe  therefore  that  control  is 
not  necessary  if  you  have  a  proper  system  of  laws  to  avoid  controls. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let  us  get  that  straight,  because  I  am  inclined  to  agree 
with  you  that  the  two-price  system  has  a  great  deal  of  advantages. 
I  am  inclined  to  think  there  is  much  to  that,  but  I  do  not  quite  follow 
you  when  you  say  that  you  believe  controls  are  not  necessary.  You 
would  have  to  control  the  amount  that  would  go  into  the  domestic 
market  under  any  two-price  system,  would  you  not? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Yes.  But  it  would  not  be  in  the  form  of  production 
control,  but  simply  marketing  control;  just  simply  a  differentiation 
of  the  supplies. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that.  But  you  would  still  have  to  have 
the  control  on  the  amount  that  goes  into  the  domestic  market  if  you 
make  a  two-price  system  work. 

Mr.  Sanders.  But  you  woidd  not  need  to  do  that  by  having  any 
dealings  with  individual  farmers  except  by  a  mechanism  which  sepa¬ 
rated  the  two  portions  of  the  commodity  in  the  domestic  channel. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  you  not  going  to  have  to  allocate  to  that  farmer 
the  same  kind  of  quota  for  the  domestic  market  that  you  allocate  to 
him  now? 

Mr.  Sanders.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  you  going  to  tell  me  I  can  grow  all  the  wheat  I 
I  want  to  and  sell  it  on  the  domestic  market? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Not  all  that  you  grow  on  the  domestic  market;  but 
only  your  percentage  of  what  you  grow  that  you  are  entitled  to. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  are  still  going  to  have  to  determine  my  share  of  the 
domestic  market  just  like  you  now  determine  my  share  of  the  total 
market. 

Mr.  Sanders.  This  is  leading  us  too  deep  into  a  discussion,  but  I 
would  like  to  make  one  statement  there.  At  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  season  the  Department  of  Agriculture  could  examine  the 
supply  and  determine  the  total  supply,  and  then  say  that  a  certain 
percentage  of  every  man’s  sale  woidd  be  entitled  to  price  support, 
based  on  the  total  percentage  that  would  be  consumed  in  the  domestic 
market  at  the  price  support  that  we  are  supporting  the  commodity. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  discuss  that  further  at  a 
later  time. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  would  certainly  like  to  get  a  chance  to  talk  to  the 
committee  about  it. 

The  Chairman.  In  view  of  the  limitations  on  our  time  this  morning, 
I  think  perhaps  it  is  well  not  to  pursue  it  further  at  this  time.  Mr. 
Polk,  you  had  a  question. 

Mr.  Polk.  Mr.  Sanders,  I  was  somewhat  interested  in  your  recom¬ 
mendation  on  item  4  at  the  bottom  of  your  first  page  with  reference  to 
10-year  and  5-year  periods.  I  think  your  membership  is  very  largely 
limited  to  the  area  east  of  the  Mississippi  River,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Sanders.  We  have  our  largest  membership  in  your  State. 

Mr.  Polk.  I  know.  As  you  probably  know,  in  Ohio  the  biggest 
complaint  against  the  wheat  program  has  been  the  fact  that  the  Ohio 
farmers  feel  they  are  somewhat  discriminated  against  because  they 
have  not  increased  their  total  acreage  in  wheat  production  in  the  last 
several  years.  I  do  not  suppose  there  are  any  more  acres  of  wheat  in 
Ohio  today  than  there  were  25  years  ago.  The  yield  may  have  been 
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increased,  slightly,  but  the  acreage  has  been  about  the  same.  The 
Ohio  farmer  feels  that  our  great  surplus  of  wheat  is  not  the  fault  of 
the  Ohio  farmers,  but  the  fault  of  our  friends  out  in  Colorado  and  out 
in  the  far  West  where  they  have  increased  the  acreage  of  production 
very  materially. 

Now  if  we  set  a  5-year  standard,  will  not  that  work  as  a  handicap? 
It  will  freeze,  in  other  words,  the  tremendous  increase  in  acreage  out 
in  the  far  West  as  compared  with  the  eastern  part  of  the  United  States, 
thereby  giving  a  permanent  advantage  to  one  area  of  the  country  as 
against  another  area.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  as  a  Grange  Master 
will  be  interested  in  the  10-year  period  because  wheat  in  the  10-year 
period  will  be  more  favorable  to  the  small  farmers  in  the  Eastern 
States.  What  is  your  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Sometimes,  Congressman  Polk,  we  do  have  to  take 
stands  that  do  not  look  like  it  is  to  the  specific  interest  of  a  heavy 
Grange  membership.  This  is  one  of  them,  I  will  have  to  confess.  We 
believe  that  one  of  the  great  criticisms  that  can  be  imposed  on  a 
controlled  production  program  is  that  it  freezes  patterns  of  production 
that  are  not  best  for  the  welfare  of  this  Nation  as  a  whole.  The  very 
reason  why  you  have  not  increased  your  wheat  acreage,  and  Congress¬ 
man  Hill’s  section  has  increased  its  wheat  acreage,  is  that  they  can 
grow  wheat  to  a  greater  economic  advantage.  The  fact  of  the  business 
is,  they  cannot  grow  much  of  anything  but  wheat  out  there.  So  that 
is  the  reason  why  we  support  this  provision.  We  believe  that  it  will 
tend  to  maintain  a  sounder  pattern  of  wheat  production.  It  does 
penalize  us. 

Mr.  Polk.  Have  you  taken  this  up  with  your  members  in  Ohio? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  Polk.  I  do  not  think  they  would  follow  you  on  this,  Mr. 
Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  We  are  basing  this  on  our  general  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  past.  I  am  sure  we  would  get  that  sort  of  a  vote  in  our 
national  session  if  this  specific  measure  was  brought  up  at  our  national 
session.  I  am  just  sure  of  it.  I  am  certain  that  we  are  not  violating 
a  general  policy  that  the  Grange  would  support.  It  may  appear  to 
an  Ohio  Granger  that  we  are. 

Mr.  Polk.  I  believe  the  majority  of  your  members  out  in  Ohio 
would  prefer  the  10-year  period  rather  than  the  5-year  period. 

Mr.  Sanders.  One  basic  principle  that  the  Grange  has  clung  to 
throughout  all  these  discussions  since  the  First  World  War  is  that  we 
do  not  believe  in  a  controlled  production  program  as  a  basis  for  farm 
measures.  This  is  a  very  consistent  with  that,  and  I  am  sure  we  will 
never  depart  from  it.  I  feel  reasonably  sure  that  the  Grange  will 
never  depart  from  supporting  some  sort  of  a  system  of  control  and 
support  that  will  give  us  abundance  rather  than  restriction. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Sanders,  who  fixes  the  policy  of  the  Grange. 

Mr.  Sanders.  They  arise  in  this  fashion.  Quite  often  a  resolution 
is  passed  by  even  a  local  Grange,  sent  to  a  county  Grange  where  it 
is  passed;  then  sent  to  a  State  Grange  and  then  comes  to  the  National 
Grange.  That  is  usually  the  normal  way  of  policies  arising. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Who  authorized  the  issuance  of  this  statement? 
This  is  policy.  This  is  a  statement  of  the  Grange.  Who  authorized 
it? 
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Mr.  Sanders.  The  national  master  and  myself  formulated  it. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  With  whom  did  you  collaborate  before  the  state¬ 
ment  was  prepared?  Anyone? 

Mr.  Sanders.  No.  I  personally  drafted  the  statement  and  it  was 
referred  to  Mr.  Newsom,  who  changed  it  in  a  few  respects;  and  then 
we  agreed  that  this  was  the  statement  we  would  make.  But  it  is 
based,  Congressman,  on  our  full  knowledge  of  what  our  policies  are 
and  obviously  we  do  not  have  a  policy  on  every  bill.  We  cannot  have. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Sanders.  The  next 
witness  will  be  Mr.  Ed  Bell,  representing  the  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers. 

STATEMENT  OF  ED  J.  BEIL,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  WHEAT 

GROWERS 

Mr.  Bell.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  E.  J.  Bell.  I  am  administrator  of  the  Oregon  Wheat  Commission, 
with  offices  in  Pendleton,  Oreg.  I  was  in  Washington  for  11  years, 
from  1930  through  1941,  during  which  time  I  was  with  the  Federal 
Farm  Board,  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  and  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Administration.  I  participated  in  drafting  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  including  the  provisions  which  would 
be  amended  by  the  bill  that  is  now  before  you.  The  National  Associ¬ 
ation  of  Wheat  Growers  asked  me  to  give  you  whatever  suggestions 
might  be  helpful  in  your  deliberations. 

From  my  experience  in  helping  administer  this  act  in  the  early  years, 
and  from  my  observations  of  its  operation  in  the  field  since  1941,  it 
is  my  opinion  that  this  bill  should  be  passed  and  that  it  should  be 
passed  as  soon  as  possible.  The  statement  made  yesterday  by  Mr. 
Gordon  clearly  sets  forth  the  reasons  why  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  needs  these  amendments  in  order  to  administer  the  act  effec¬ 
tively  during  the  coming  year.  It  is  essential  that  farmers  have  full 
and  complete  information  before  them  when  they  vote  on  marketing 
quotas. 

This  vote  must  be  held  under  the  provisions  of  section  336  of  the 
act  of  1938  before  July  25,  1953.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
must  prepare  information  and  instructions  and  get  it  into  the  hands 
of  all  wheat  farmers  in  ample  time  for  them  to  study  it  and  decide 
how  they  want  to  vote  in  the  referendum.  Farmers  will  need  to 
know  whether  or  not  they  are  eligible  to  vote,  how  much  of  an  adjust¬ 
ment  will  be  required  of  them,  and  what  the  effect  will  be  upon  their 
1954  price-support  program.  It  is  necessary  for  the  Department  to 
know  what  action  Congress  is  going  to  take  on  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  before  farmers  can  be  furnished  with  the  specific  information 
that  they  must  have  in  order  to  vote  intelligently. 

For  these  reasons,  immediate  action  on  the  bill  now  before  you  is 
imperative.  I  should  like  to  add  1  or  2  considerations  to  the  statement 
that  wTas  presented  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Their  state¬ 
ment  contained  some  excellent  reasons  why  it  is  sound  policy  to  provide 
a  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  in  excess  of 
the  present  legal  minimum  of  55  million  acres.  Another  reason  why 
this  action  should  be  taken  by  Congress  is  that  it  will  show  hungry 
people  in  other  countries  that  the  United  States  will  have  adequate 
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supplies  of  wheat  available  for  sale.  During  the  past  several  years  I 
have  spent  quite  a  little  time  in  the  Far  East  because  that  is  the  part 
of  the  world  where  more  than  75  percent  of  our  Pacific  Northwest 
wheat  has  been  sold.  I  know  that  it  is  very  disturbing  to  the  food 
ministries  in  the  Orient  when  they  hear  that  the  United  States  is 
curtailing  food  production.  This  is  particularly  disturbing  in  view  of 
the  worldwide  shortage  of  rice  and  the  uncertainty  of  supplies  from 
rice-exporting  nations.  With  the  food  supply  of  half  the  population 
of  the  world  in  a  critical  state,  it  would  be  very  poor  psychology  for 
the  United  States  to  announce  such  a  drastic  cut  in  wheat  acreage  as 
would  be  required  under  the  law  as  it  now  stands. 

If  we  announce  a  national  allotment  of  66  million  acres,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  now  before  you,  this  would,  I  believe,  be  around  a 
15  percent  cut  from  1952  seedings.  If  we  provide  even  this  much 
.  of  a  reduction,  we  should  assure  other  countries  that  the  United 
J  States  has  plenty  of  wheat  for  sale,  and  that  we  are  ready  and  willing 
to  sell  it  to  them  on  terms  that  they  are  able  to  meet. 

In  view  of  the  uncertainties  of  weather  in  our  own  country  and  the 
uncertainties  of  the  international  situation,  the  United  States  should 
definitely  not  cut  wheat  plantings  below  66  million  acres  for  the  1954 
crop.  I  only  have  one  other  comment,  and  that  is  directed  toward 
the  provisions  of  section  3  and  section  4  (b)  of  the  bill  now  before  you. 
These  provisions  would  exempt  from  wheat  marketing  quotas  any 
farm  not  having  in  excess  of  25  acres,  or  on  which  the  normal  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  acreage  planted  is  less  than  400  bushels.  Wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  who  can  grow  nothing  less  and  who  must  depend  upon  wheat 
for  their  entire  income  do  not  wish  to  impose  unnecessary  restrictions 
upon  those  who  raise  wheat  on  small  acreages  in  rotation  with  other 
crops.  We  have  not  canvassed  all  the  States  on  this  point,  but  I 
thought  you  might  be  interested  in  the  reaction  of  a  group  of  pro¬ 
ducers  who  met  in  Pendleton,  Oreg.,  a  few  weeks  ago.  They  dis¬ 
cussed  the  very  point  now  before  your  committee.  Some  of  them 
thought  that  farms  growing  50  acres  or  less  should  be  exempted  from 
quotas.  The  president  of  the  Oregon  Wheat  Growers  League  told 
N  me  that  they  would  like  to  see  this  limit  as  high  as  Congress  believes 
)  expedient,  and  certainly  not  less  than  25  acres. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  emphasize  again  that  steps  need  to  be  taken 
in  the  immediate  future  to  put  definite  and  specific  information  into 
the  hands  of  wheat  farmers  in  time  for  each  of  them  to  decide  how  he 
wants  to  vote  in  the  referendum.  It  would  be  very  embarrassing  for 
wheat  farmers  to  come  in  here  a  year  from  now  and  tell  Congress  and 
the  Department  that  they  did  not  know  what  they  were  voting  upon 
in  July  1953.  In  order  to  avoid  such  a  situation,  whatever  changes 
are  to  be  made  in  the  law  should  be  made  as  soon  as  it  is  possible  for 
Congress  to  act. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Belcher.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  that  one  question 
you  heard  me  ask  Mr.  Sanders.  You  have  not  discussed  the  penalty 
provision  change. 

Mr.  Bell.  I  would  think  that  the  recommendations  that  have 
been  made  by  the  Department  would  be  sound  in  this  case  because  as 
we  understand  the  interpretation  of  the  present  law,  the  penalty 
would  go  back  to  15  cents  a  bushel,  which  would  be  meaningless. 
I  also  believe  that  the  bill  that  you  have  here  would  make  the  wheat 
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penalty  consistent  with  similar  provisions  for  other  commodities.. 
So  from  that  standpoint,  I  would  say  that  we  would  have  no  objection 
to  the  provisions  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Belcher.  The  point  I  am  getting  at,  would  you  favor  50 
percent  of  parity  or  50  percent  of  the  basic  loan  rate? 

Mr.  Bell.  I  would  say  whichever  is  the  easiest  to  figure,  because  it 
really  will  not  make  much  difference  in  the  final  analysis. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  But  the  bill  does  not  provide  for  that.  The  bill  says 
50  percent  of  parity  in.  lieu  of  the - 

Mr.  Bell.  The  bill  says  50  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Do  you  favor  that? 

Mr.  Bell.  I  would  not  see  any  objection  to  that,  compared  to  50 
percent  of  the  basic  loan  rate,  because  in  the  final  analysis  they  would 
both  be  large  enough  to  effectively  control  the  marketing  of  the  wheat. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions?  If  not,  we  thank  you  very 
much,  Mr.  Bell,  for  your  statement.  Mr.  Frank  K.  Woolley,  repre¬ 
senting  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  will  be  the  next 
witness. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  K.  WOOLLEY,  AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU 

FEDERATION 

Mr.  Woolley.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  statement  prepared  here, 
and  copies  of  it  are  available.  In  view  of  the  shortage  of  time  of  the 
committee,  I  will  very  briefly  summarize  what  is  in  the  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection  your  statement  will  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(Mr.  Woolley’s  statement  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  With  Respect  to- 

H.  R.  5451 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  representing  1,492,210  farm  families 
in  47  States  and  Puerto  Rico,  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views 
of  the  organization  with  respect  to  H.  R.  5451. 

Before  commenting  on  the  detailed  provisions  of  the  bill,  I  think  it  would  be  in 
the  interest  of  a  clear  understanding  of  our  position  for  me  to  comment  on  the 
background  and  philosophy  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  with 
respect  to  acreage  controls,  price  supports,  markets,  and  the  present  position  in 
which  we  find  ourselves. 

During  the  twenties  and  early  thirties  farmers  were  diligently  seeking  a  solution 
to  their  problem  of  finding  adequate  markets  to  absorb  their  production  at  a  fair 
price.  We  have  all  had  considerable  experience  with  this  problem  and  as  a 
result,  I  hope  we  are  able  to  view  it  in  its  broader  aspects.  The  fundamental 
provision  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1938,  which  was  the  outgrowth  of  this  search 
by  farmers  for  a  solution  to  their  problems,  was  that  government  had  a  function 
to  perform  with  regard  to  adjustment  programs  in  agriculture.  But  in  order  to 
keep  such  programs  from  constituting  an  unreasonable  burden  on  the  Federal 
Government,  it  was  recognized  that  the  producers  had  the  responsibility  for  keep¬ 
ing  supplies  in  line  with  demand.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Alexander  Legge,  secre¬ 
tary  to  the  former  Federal  Farm  Board,  commented  upon  the  failure  of  that  ven¬ 
ture  in  price  supports  after  it  had  lost  practically  all  of  the  capital  that  had  been 
made  available  to  it  for  carrying  out  the  Farm  Board’s  activities.  In  its  final 
report  the  Board  said,  and  I  am  quoting  directly  from  their  report: 

“No  cooperative  system  can  successfully  accomplish  its  purposes  unless  pro¬ 
duction  is  coordinated  with  marketing  *  *  *.  Attempts  to  effect  production 
through  general  advice  *  *  *  but  without  definite  organization  for  the  purpose 
had  little  effect  *  *  *.  Experience  with  stabilization  thus  demonstrated  that 
no  measure  for  improving  the  price  of  farm  products  other  than  increasing  the 
demand  of  consumers  can  be  effective  over  a  period  of  years  unless  it  provides  a 
more  definite  control  of  production  than  has  been  achieved  so  far.” 
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The  act  of  1938  recognized  this  with  respect  to  wheat  and  section  331  reads  in 
part  as  follows: 

“The  conditions  affecting  the  production  and  marketing  of  wheat  are  such  that, 
without  Federal  assistance,  farmers,  individually  or  in  cooperation,  cannot 
effectively  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such  surpluses  and  shortages  and  the  burdens 
on  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  resulting  therefrom,  maintain  normal  supplies 
-of  wheat,  or  provide  for  the  orderly  marketing  thereof  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce.” 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1938  provided  for  price  supports  for  wheat  of  from 
52  to  75  percent  of  parity.  The  members  of  the  committee  will  recall  what 
happened  to  the  production  of  wheat,  and  particularly  to  the  carryover  of  wheat, 
w'hile  this  provision  of  the  law  was  in  effect.  In  1942  the  carryover  of  wheat  as  of 
July  1  was  631  million  bushels.  In  1943  it  was  619  million  bushels.  As  we  all 
Tecall  these  so-called  surpluses  at  that  time  soon  turned  into  strategic  reserves  due 
:to  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II. 

In  1942  the  Steagall  amendment  was  passed  providing  for  90  percent  price 
supports  on  the  basic  commodities  for  the  duration  of  the  emergency  and  for  a 
period  of  2  years  thereafter.  The  basic  reasoning  as  we  understood  it  was  to  give 
producers  and  the  Congress  an  opportunity  to  develop  a  permanent  long-range 
peacetime  agricultural  program  and  to  make  an  orderly  adjustment  of  wartime 
production  in  line  with  demand  and  to  avoid  the  chaotic  situation  we  experienced 
after  World  War  I. 

In  1942  the  harvested  acres  of  wheat  in  the  United  States  was  about  53  million. 
In  1945  at  the  conclusion  of  hostilities  of  World  War  II,  the  harvested  acres  of 
wheat  was  approximately  69  million.  In  1952  the  harvested  acres  of  wheat  was 
over  77 Yi  million.  By  the  continuation  of  this  wartime  measure  producers  have 
been  encouraged  to  grow  wheat  in  excess  of  any  genuine  market  demand. 

We  call  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  that  during  the  past  5  years  we 
have  exported  as  high  as  504  million  bushels  of  wheat  in  1  year.  The  average 
annual  export  of  wheat  for  the  period  since  1945  has  been  in  the  neighborhood  of 
400  million  bushels.  We  would  call  to  your  attention  that  prewar  (1935-39)  the 
United  States  export  of  wheat  was  about  63  million  bushels  a  year.  These  high 
exports  that  the  producers  of  wheat  have  enjoyed  over  the  past  7  years  have  been 
made  possible  because  of  the  willingness  of  the  United  States  to  subsidize  these 
exports  both  in  the  form  of  grants  and  aid  to  importing  countries  and  under  the 
International  Wheat  Agreement.  The  demand  has  not  been  a  firm  marketing 
demand  for  wheat.  As  a  matter  of  fact  from  1948  to  1952,  33.5  percent  of  the 
exports  of  wheat  from  the  United  States  were  financed  by  either  ECA  or  MSA 
procurement  authorizations.  In  addition  to  this  amount  we  have  subsidized  the 
wheat  agreement  over  the  4-year  period  at  the  rate  of  63  cents  per  bushel,  or  a 
total  cost  of  about  8580  million. 

As  you  gentlemen  know,  our  exports  of  agricultural  commodities  have  greatly 
declined.  The  decline  in  wheat  and  flour  exports  in  1952,  as  compared  with  the 
previous  year,  was  about  20  percent  and  they  are  continuing  to  go  down. 

If  wheat  farmers  are  to  continue  to  produce,  at  high  levels,  we  must  have 
greatly  expanded  markets.  The  greatest  hope  for  this  expansion  is  exports. 

We  must  face  up  to  the  fact  that  the^agricultural  facilities  of  the  United  States 
have  been  greatly  expanded  and  that’the  production  of  the  agricultural  plant 
is  such  that  it  far  exceeds  our  present  firm  market  demand.  We  must  solve  the 
problem  of  finding  markets  for  this  production  or  face  the  most  far  reaching 
repercussions  to  our  economy. 

Fundamentally  acreage  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  or  increased  carryovers 
will  not  solve  this  marketing  problem.  We  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
marketing  is  our  real  problem  and  anything  else  we  do  may  be  merely  treating  the 
symptoms  and  not  the  real  disease.  We  can  build  up  the  carryover  in  the  hands 
of  the  Government,  but  sooner  or  later  we  must  come  down  to  the  basic  proposition 
of  marketing  wheat.  The  higher  the  carryover  of  stocks,  the  more  they  depress 
the  market  and  make  prices  dependent  upon  Government  action  rather  than  the 
forces  of  supply  and  demand. 

In  looking  at  the  specific  provisions  of  H.  It.  5451  we  cannot  lose  sight  of  these 
larger  considerations  and  such  action  as  we  take  with  respect  to  the  details  of 
this  bill  ought  to  further  the  basic  objectives  of  finding  markets. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  providing  for  1  percent  national  reserve  is  an  idea 
that  has  been  recognized  by  the  board  of  directors  and  the  commodity  advisory 
committee  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  with  respect  to  cotton. 
However,  Farm  Bureau  has  not  expressly  discussed  this  matter  as  related  to  wheat. 
On  the  basis  of  our  policies  with  regard  to  this  point  on  other  commodities,  I 
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think  we  can  assume  that  there  would  not  be  an  objection  to  this  provision  as 
applied  to  wheat. 

The  provision  on  page  3,  beginning  on  line  17,  providing  for  a  3-percent  State 
reserve  would,  I  think,  conform  to  our  policies. 

The  provisions  on  page  4,  beginning  line  5,  to  amend  section  355d  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  by  increasing  the  quantity  of  wheat  than  can  be  produced 
on  any  farm  and  not  be  subject  to  marketing  quotas  from  200  to  400  bushels 
raises  some  basic  questions  which  the  Farm  Bureau  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to 
consider  with  respect  to  wheat  through  its  complete  organizational  machinery  for 
dealing  with  such  problems.  The  same  is  true  with  respect  to  the  provisions  on 
page  4,  beginning  line  19,  that  would  increase  minimum  acreage  allotments  from 
15  to  25  acres.  Likewise,  this  same  situation  with  the  idea  beginning  on  page  4, 
line  22,  with  respect  to  establishing  the  minimum  acreage  allotment,  for  1954 
crop  of  wheat  at  66  million  acres  rather  than  55  million  as  now  set  forth  in  the  act. 
However,  in  connection  with  all  three  of  these  ideas  we  have  some  very  funda¬ 
mental  questions  that  we  think  should  be  raised  for  the  consideration  of  this 
committee. 

Before  going  into  these  detailed  provisions,  however,  let  me  say  that  we  are 
definitely  in  favor  of  clarifying  the  language  of  the  act  so  that  it  is  clear  that,  the 
penalty  provisions  for  marketing  wheat  in  excess  of  the  quota  is  50  percent  of  the 
loan  rate.  We  are  quite  sure  that  it  was  never  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
the  penalty  rate  would  only  be  15  cents  per  bushel.  However,  our  policy  definitely 
favors  50  percent  of  the  loan  rate  instead  of  50  percent  of  parity  price  so  we 
would  suggest,  a  modification  of  the  bill  to  this  extent. 

With  respect  to  raising  the  minimum  acreage  and  the  bushelage  that  can  be 
marketed  without  penalty  and  the  raising  of  the  minimum  acreage  allotment  to 
66  million  acres,  I  would  like  to  raise  these  points:  First,  will  they  have  the  effect 
of  moving  in  the  direction  of  improving  the  program  as  applied  to  wheat  so  that 
farmers  are  producing  for  the  market,  or  will  it  move  in  some  other  direction?* 
In  the  case  of  tobacco  last  year  this  committee  considered  this  proposition  of  mini¬ 
mum  acreage  allotments  as  applied  to  burley  tobacco  and  decided  it  was  bringing 
about  a  situation  whereby  a  larger  and  larger  responsibility  for  curtailing  produc¬ 
tion  was  falling  upon  a  smaller  and  smaller  number  of  growers.  This  committee 
recognized  by  the  actions  taken  that  the  program  was  going  in  the  wrong  direction 
and  the  situation  was  becoming  untenable.  As  you  know,  it  had  gone  so  far  that 
in  some  areas  well  over  half  of  the  allotments  in  the  area  were  at  the  minimum. 
The  whole  question  of  increasing  the  minimum  acreage  allotment  for  wheat  so 
that  certain  producers  will  not  be  affected  by  marketing  quotas  and  thereby  in¬ 
eligible  to  vote  should  be  considered  in  the  light  of  our  experience  with  other 
programs. 

It.  should  be  pointed  out  that  not  only  are  we  in  a  marketing-quota  position 
with  respect,  to  wheat  but  we  are  in  a  quota  position  with  respect  to  cotton,  and 
there  is  a  possibility  that  we  may  be  in  quota  position  with  respect  to  corn  in 
1954.  We  are  facing  the  situation  of  having  diverted  acres  from  cotton  and  corn. 
With  the  fats-and-oils  picture  being  as  it  is  and  markets  as  glutted  as  they  are, 
we  may  have  to  do  something  about  quotas  on  soybeans.  Now  if  we  are  to  have 
diverted  acres  on  cotton  and  possibly  corn,  and  a.  little  more  remotely  on  soybeans, 
are  we  not  inviting  producers  in  areas  that  can  produce  all  of  these  crops,  or  even 
2  of  them,  1  of  which  is  wheat,  to  divert,  from  these  other  crops  to  the  production 
of  wheat? 

If  we  encourage  additional  production  of  wheat  outside  the  traditional  commer¬ 
cial  wheat-producing  areas,  will  we  not  have  brought  about  a  situation  that,  will 
penalize  the  regular  commercial  wheat  growers?  While  we  are  in  effect  holding 
an  umbrella  over  a  large  percentage  of  wheat  growers,  and  I  understand  that, 
about  64  percent  of  all  wheat  growers  will  be  exempt,  the  net  effect  will  be  to 
make  the  regular  w'heat  producers  make  unusually  high  adjustments.  You  should 
also  consider  in  this  connection  that  in  the  so-called  commercial  wheat  areas 
these  producers  have  few  alternate  crops  for  their  diverted  acres  but  the  producers 
that  w'ould  be  governed  by  this  increased  minimum,  generally  speaking,  have 
many  more  alternative  uses  for  their  land  resources. 

From  the  foregoing  you  are  undoubtedly  by  now'  fully  conscious  of  the  fact  that 
we  are  devoted  to  the  principle  that  the  real  solution  to  our  problem  is  the  finding 
of  additional  markets.  In  the  past  some  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
have  been  carried  over  for  such  a  long  period  of  time  that  they  have  deteriorated 
so  that  what  should  have  been  an  asset  has  turned  into  a  liability,  and  all  the  time 
that  it  was  being  kept  in  storage  it  uras  hanging  over  the  market  and  depressing 
the  farmer’s  price. 
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The  members  of  this  committee  are  well  aware  of  the  accumulation  of  CCC 
stocks,  and  it  is  estimated  that  by  the  fall  of  1953  the  CCC  will  have  committed 
upward  of  $5  billion  of  its  borrowing  powrer  for  so-called  surplus  agricultural 
commodities.  You  can  anticipate  extreme  pressure  both  internally  and  externally 
for  the  utilization  of  these  stocks. 

We  have  been  faced  with  similar  situations  before,  and  it  is  the  opinion  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  that  we  have  not  used  these  stocks  to  the  best 
advantage  of  the  United  States  or  the  countries  to  which  they  were  shipped. 
Therefore,  we  have  recommended  to  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and 
the  House  Foreign  AfFairs  Committee  that  consideration  be  given  bv  the  Congress 
to  a  plan  for  the  orderly  utilization  of  these  stocks  to  further  the  mutual  security 
objectives  of  the  United  States.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
read  into  the  record  a  summary  of  this  proposal: 

By  way  of  summary,  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  plan  of  reasonable  price  supports  as  embodied  in  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949.  We  further  strongly  subscribe  to  the  proposition  that  producers 
have  responsibility  for  keeping  supplies  in  line  with  demand  as  their  part  for 
obtaining  reasonable  price  supports.  We  do  not  believe  that  surpluses  should  be 
brought  into  being  and  kept  in  storage  in  excess  of  an  adequate  supply  for  the 
domestic  market,  supplies  for  the  foreign  market  demand,  and  a  reasonable 
allowance  for  carryover  that  will  not  unduly  depress  market  prices.  The  real 
solution  to  our  problems  is  expanding  markets  and  not  controlling  the  agriculture 
economy  of  the  United  States. 

We  must  devote  our  energies  to  solving  the  problem  of  expanding  markets  for 
both  agricultural  and  industrial  commodities,  and  to  this  end  we  would  take  the 
stocks  of  CCC  and  convert  them  from  liabilities  into  assets  in  connection  w'ith 
the  mutual  security  and  other  foreign-aid  programs  and  help  open  up  additional 
markets.  Any  amendments  that  are  made  to  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1938  as 
amended  with  respect  to  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  on  wheat 
should  be  designed  to  further  these  objectives  rather  than  to  move  in  some  other 
direction. 


Proposal  for  Use  of  CCC  Stocks  for  Expanding  Free  World  Economies 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  recommends  consideration  of  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  sell  up  to  a  billion  dollars  worth,  of  CCC  stocks  to  reinforce  the  United 
States  Mutual  Security  Program.  The  proposal  for  consideration  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  transfer  CCC  stocks  available  for  expand¬ 
ing  wmrld  markets,  to  the  Administrator  of  the  Mutual  Security  program  at 
ports  of  embarkation.  It  would  authorize  the  Administrator  of  Mutual  Security, 
within  limitations  set  by  Congress,  to  offer  such  stocks  for  sale  through  piivate 
traders  to  cooperating  countries  under  conditions  negotiated  by  him  with  receiv¬ 
ing  countries  in  exchange  for  local  currency.  The  Administrator  would  be 
further  authorized  to  accept  such  currencies  for  the  United  States  and  use  them 
to  reinforce  the  Mutual  Security  Program  and  further  its  objectives  by  using 
the  funds  under  mutual  agreement,  either  (1)  as  loans  to  banking  institutions 
in  cooperating  countries  which  in  turn  would  use  the  funds  to  increase  produc¬ 
tion  and  encourage  international  trade  and/or  (2)  to  pay  United  States  obliga¬ 
tions  such  as  contributions  to  cooperative  defense  establishments,  for  economic 
development,  for  aid  to  other  cooperating  countiies,  and  for  strategic  materials 
to  augment  United  States  stockpiles  above  currently  planned  levels. 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation’s  record  of  opposition  to  the  use  of 
foreign-aid  programs  as  a  means  to  dump  agricultural  supluses  is  clear.  The 
AFBF  has  repeatedly  and  consistently  opposed  the  rigid  high  farm  price  supports 
which  result  in  the  accumulation  of  dangerously  high  stocks.  Notwithstanding 
our  opposition,  the  Congress  has  provided  for  the  continuation  of  rigid  90  percent 
price  supports  on  so-called  basic  commodites  through  1954.  Already,  invest¬ 
ments  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  agricultural  stocks  have  grown 
to  over  $3  billion  and  will  probably  reach  $4J4  to  $5  billion  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

These  huge  supplies  now  in  being  and  in  prospect  and  which  might  have  been 
avoided  by  a  flexible  price-support  program  create  a  major  problem  with  which 
the  United  States  must  reckon  this  year.  It  may  be  expected  that  as  these 
supplies  mount,  pressures  will  mount  to  give  away,  destroy  or  divert  them  to 
nonmarket  uses.  These  frenzied  disposal  efforts  could  jeopardize  sound  markets, 
could  impair  the  prestige  of  United  States  leadership  at  home  and  abroad.  The 
American  Farm  Bureau’s  proposal  offers  a  way  to  develop  a  thoroughly  sound 
program  for  the  United  States  to  use  these  supplies  constructively  to  expand 


52 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS 


free-world  economies  and  get  maximum  value  for  the  United  States  and  at  the  same 
time  make  a  maximum  contribution  to  our  foreign  relations.  If  a  part  of  these 
supplies  are  to  be  used  to  reinforce  and  further  the  objectives  of  our  Mutual 
Security  Program,  authorization  for  their  use  must  be  made  a  part  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act. 

United  States  national  security  depends  in  part  upon  long-term  defense  arrange¬ 
ments  with  strong  Allies  highly  industrialized.  However,  the  economies  of  the 
free  industrial  nations  with  which  we  need  to  be  allied  are  not  complementary. 
Rather  each  must  export  large  amounts  of  capital  goods.  They  cannot  live  and 
prosper  in  a  market  limited  to  trade  among  themselves.  They  can  be  bound 
together  in  an  enduring  defense  arrangement  only  if  the  great  industrial  nations, 
including  the  United  States  and  other  cooperating  nations  of  the  free  world,  are 
made  mutually  benefitting  partners  of  an  expanding  free-world  economy. 
Development  and  expansion  of  free-world  economies  will  require  considerable 
amounts  of  capital  of  which  the  United  States  will  more  than  likely  be  called  on 
to  jDrovide  a  large  portion. 

We  believe  that  in  the  manner  suggested,  United  States  agricultural  supplies 
can  be  used  as  capital  for  the  expansion  of  free-world  economies.  Thus  CCC 
stocks  can  be  used  to  round  out  and  complement  the  economies  of  the  free  world 
to  the  mutual  benefit  of  all  participating  partners.  I 

In  this  way  CCC  stocks  could  be  turned  from  liabilities  to  assets  for  the  United 
States. 

Some  of  the  advantages  of  this  proposal  follow: 

(1)  This  is  not  a  give-away  program.  Its  purpose  is  to  sell  United  States 
agricultural  supplies  for  a  maximum  of  local  currencies  which  may  be  used  by 
the  United  States  to  aid  in  economic  development  and  promoting  trade  among 
cooperating  nations. 

(2)  This  is  not  a  dumping  program.  Its  primary  direction  is  toward  new  and 
underdeveloped  areas.  The  prices  are  to  be  maximum.  Acceptance  by  countries 
is  voluntary.  Marketings  are  safeguarded  by  assuring  that  quantities  are  net 
additions  to  consumption. 

(3)  It  would  convert  likely  liabilities  resulting  from  CCC  stocks  to  assets  by 
using  them  for  constructive  purposes  by  investing  them  in  economic  development 
and  expanding  international  trade. 

(4)  It  would  provide  the  United  States  with  a  powerful  economic  weapon  to 
counter  the  Communist  trade  offensive  which  seeks  to  divide  our  allies  by  luring 
them  into  the  Communist  orbit. 

(5)  It  would  involve  no  additional  appropriation  or  authorization  of  funds  in 
fiscal  year  1954. 

(6)  It  would  temporize  the  drastic  production  cuts  otherwise  immenent. 

(7)  It  should  appeal  to  cooperating  nations.  It  would  increase  their  supplies 
of  agricultural  products  which  they  need.  It  would  provide  for  reinvesting  the 
proceeds  of  sale  in  economic  development  and  expanding  trade  among  them. 

Essential  protective  features  which  must  be  included: 

(1)  These  supplies  must  result  in  net  additions  to  consumption,  not  a  substitu-j 
tion  or  displacement  and  should  be  directed  primarily  to  underveloped  areas.  ' 

(2)  There  should  be  no  element  of  gratuity.  They  should  be  moved  under  bona 
fide  sales  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sales  belong  to  the  United  States. 

(3)  There  should  be  no  element  of  coercion  for  cooperating  nations  to  accept. 
This  is  an  offer  to  do  business  under  clearly  specified  conditions  for  mutual  benefit. 

(4)  Among  the  uses  of  funds  must  be  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  purchase 
goods  for  aid  to  other  cooperating  countries  and  for  United  States  strategic  stock¬ 
piles  above  those  currently  planned. 

(5)  That  all  funds,  regardless  of  currency  shall  be  accounted  for  in  terms  of 
dollars. 

Mr.  Woolley.  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  of  course, 
appreciates  this  opportunity  to  appear.  Unfortunately  the  way  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  operates,  we  have  to  take  these 
questions  up — it  is  not  unfortunate;  in  fact  I  think  it  is  a  very  fine 
thing — with  our  membership,  with  our  board  of  directors,  before  we  can 
testify  on  something.  As  you  well  know,  I  have  been  working  on  this 
wheat  problem  for  a  number  of  years  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  have  my  own  personal  opinions.  However,  I  am  not  representing 
myself.  I  am  representing  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
and  anything  I  say  is  a  reflection  of  the  policy  of  that  organization. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  Does  that  policy  coincide  with  your  personal 
opinion? 

Mr.  Woolley.  My  personal  opinion  is  always  accommodated  to  the 
group  with  which  I  work,  and  whenever  the  percentage  of  accommoda¬ 
tion  gets  to  a  point  where  I  cannot  personally  agree  with  it,  then  I 
move  to  some  other  organization. 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  has  not  had  an  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  specific  provisions  of  this  bill,  and  therefore  we  cannot 
comment  on  it  specifically.  There  is  one  point  in  the  bill,  the  provi¬ 
sion  for  increasing  the  penalty  to  50  percent  of  the  parity  price ;  we  are 
quite  confident  it  was  never  the  intention  of  the  Congress  to  reduce  the 
penalty  to  15  cents  a  bushel  and  we  are  on  record  as  supporting  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  added  to  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Acts  of  1948  and  1949,  so  that  we  would  specifically  therefore 
Ae  in  favor  of  this  bill  being  amended  to  provide  for  a  penalty  of  50 
percent  of  the  loan  rate  instead  of  50  percent  of  the  parity  price. 

Fundamentally,  though,  we  would  like  to  get  this  in  the  record. 
The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  favors  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  ' 1938.  It  favors  the  fundamental  philosophy  of  that  act,  and  there 
has  been  in  the  past  few  years  apparently  some  loss  of  sight  of  what 
that  philosophy  is.  The  basic  philosophy  is  that  farmers  should  not 
be  subjected  to  the  complete  rigors  of  an  economy  without  any  protec¬ 
tion  from  the  Federal  Government,  but  that  in  return  for  protection 
from  the  Federal  Government  the  producers  have  the  responsibility  of 
keeping  supplies  in  line  with  demand;  and  that  it  is  the  producers’ 
responsibility.  We  also  want  to  have  the  market  price  have  an 
effect  on  allocating  resources  and  rewarding  efficiency  and  penalizing 
inefficiency. 

If  we  are  going  to  do  that,  we  cannot  possibly  have  an  effective 
program  if  we  raise  the  carryovers  to  a  point  where  the  market  will 
not  function.  You  completely  have  the  price  of  a  commodity  riding 
right  on  the  loan  level.  This  is  very  fundamental. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  right  there? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes. 

\  Mr.  Hoeven.  What  do  you  consider  a  proper  carryover? 
r  Mr.  Woolley.  We  think  that  the  carryovers  that  are  in  the  law  now 
are  adequate.  We  do  not  agree  with  the  people  who  advocate  in¬ 
creasing  the  carryovers.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  discussion 
about  that,  and  if  you  really  want  to  keep  the  price  mechanism 
functioning,  you  cannot  favor  excessively  high  carryovers.  We  favor 
having  an  adequate  supply  for  the  domestic  market,  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  for  the  foreign  market,  and  an  adequate  supply  for  a  carryover; 
but  we  do  not  want  those  carryovers  to  be  used  for  something 
other  than  carrying  on  an  orderly  marketing  program. 

We  do  not  like  to  see  them  used  as  a  device  to  beat  down  price. 
We  think  that  farmers  should  be  intelligent  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  their  business  just  like  anybody  else,  and  they  should 
produce  what  the  market  will  take. 

Mr.  Poage.  Will  you  agree  that  any  carryover,  regardless  of  how 
it  is  held  or  where  it  is  held,  is  going  to  beat  down  price? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Absolutely;  you  are  correct  in  that.  The  philosophy 
that  you  can  freeze  stocks  in  such  a  way  that  they  will  not  be  reflected 
in  the  price  is  the  search  after  some  mythical  answer,  because,  as  you 
earlier  said  in  this  session,  the  people  who  are  engaged  in  the  business 
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of  buying  and  selling  commodities  on  the  market  know  those  stocks 
are  in  existence;  they  know  that,  even  though  they  have  been  frozen, 
they  can  be  unfrozen;  and  that  that  being  a  possibility,  they  always 
take  it  into  account  and  it  depresses  the  market  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Then  I  understand  the  Farm  Bureau  is  not  in  favor 
of  the  so-called  wheat  pool  that  was  proposed  here  this  morning? 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  have  never  favored  the  wheat  pool  idea.  We 
have  never  favored  the  International  Commodity  Clearing  House. 
We  think  they  have  some  very  basic  fundamental  weaknesses  to  them. 
We  think,  though,  that  we  have  a  serious  situation  facing  marketing 
quotas  with  respect  to  wheat;  facing  marketing  quotas  as  a  distinct 
possibility  with  respect  to  cotton;  and  also  with  respect  to  corn. 
And  even  though  there  is  no  marketing  quota  law  with  respect  to 
soybeans,  the  fats  and  oils  picture  being  as  bad  as  it  is,  we  think  we 
are  even  facing  the  possibility  of  some  kind  of  restriction  of  production, 
of  soybeans.  { 

Now  I  raise  that  because  it  seems  to  me  that  the  committee  ought 
to  take  into  consideration  this  fact,  that  whenever  you  start  reducing 
a  commodity  and  exempting  a  group  of  people  from  the  reduction  of 
that  production  by  any  device,  you  begin  to  create  problems  that  at 
the  outset  may  not  look  very  serious  to  you;  but  as  time  goes  along 
they  gain  larger  and  larger  proportions.  I  cannot  say,  as  I  sit  here  this 
morning,  whether  or  not  the  Farm  Bureau  would  favor  raising  the 
exemption  from  15  acres  to  25  acres,  or  from  200  bushels  to  400  bushels. 
But  there  are  questions  in  connection  with  it  that  I  think  this  com¬ 
mittee  ought  to  definitely  consider;  and  I  am  sure  that  the  policy  of 
our  organization  is  such  that  it  will  support  the  asking  of  these 
questions. 

You  remember  you  talked  about  tobacco  last  year,  burley  tobacco 
and  the  minimum  acreage  allotment  on  that.  You  decided  there  that 
the  minimum  acreage  allotment  was  getting  you  in  trouble  and  that 
you  were  going  in  the  wrong  direction.  So  you  decided  to  go  in  the 
opposite  direction  with  respect  to  minimum  allotments  on  burley 
tobacco.  Now,  if  you  put  an  umbrella,  so  to  speak,  over  64  percent 
of  the  producers,  it  is  true  that  they  may  only  produce  about  20. 
percent  of  the  wheat;  but  if  you  put  an  umbrella  over  them  and  at( 
the  same  time  you  have  got  diverted  acres  with  respect  to  other  crops, 
you  are  going  to  encourage  them  to  go  into  wheat  and  this  may  operate 
to  the  detriment  of  the  regular  wheatgrower;  it  may  very  definitely 
operate  against  him. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  yield  right  there  on  that  point? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Surely. 

The  Chairman.  In  the  past  several  years  there  have  been  no 
restrictions  upon  the  production  of  wheat  whatever. 

Mr.  Woolley.  In  1950  there  was,  I  believe. 

The  Chairman.  But  most  of  the  time;  that  is  the  only  exception. 
During  all  the  remainder  of  the  time  since  1942  there  have  been  no 
restrictions,  and  there  have  been  none  since  1950.  So  anyone  who 
wanted  to  produce  wheat  could  do  so  without  restriction.  There 
was  nothing  to  induce  him  to  curtail  or  nothing  to  induce  him  to 
produce  wheat  except  he  might  think  it  to  his  interest  to  do  it. 

Do  you  think  that  legislation  such  as  we  have  here  is  going  to  be 
any  more  conducive  to  stimulating  the  production  of  wheat  than  you 
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would  have  in  a  free  economy  where  there  were  no  restrictions  what¬ 
ever? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Of  course  I  cannot  agree  that  there  lias  not  been 
an  incentive  to  produce  wheat.  There  has  been  a  very  definite 
incentive  to  produce  wheat  in  the  form  of  a  90  percent  mandatory 
price  support. 

The  Chairman.  Maybe  I  did  not  state  my  question  correctly. 
Do  you  think  there  is  any  more  inducement  now  than  there  has  been 
in  the  past  years? 

Mr.  Woolley.  For  1954,  with  90  percent  mandatory  price  support, 
there  is  no  more  inducement  to  produce  wheat  in  1954  than  there 
was  in  1952  or  1953.  But  the  price-support  program  has  definitely 
induced  people  to  go  into  the  production  of  wheat  who  would  not 
have  otherwise  gone  into  it,  and  there  are  areas  where  there  are 
national  producing  commodities  that  the  market  wants,  because  those 
/commodities  are  not  supported  as  high  in  relationship  to  wheat  as 
wheat  is.  Therefore  they  are  not  producing  for  the  market  and  wheat 
is  not  being  used  for  the  market. 

The  Chairman.  Maybe  I  misunderstood  your  statement  originally. 
I  thought  that  you  were  critical  of  this  particular  approach  because 
you  thought  it  might  induce  the  expansion  of  acreage. 

Mr.  Woolley.  No,  I  am  not  critical  of  it.  I  will  tell  you  what  I 
would  like  to  see  us  do,  if  we  could.  I  think  this  is  a  very  serious  thing 
as  far  as  the  wheat  producers  are  concerned.  I  think  this  is  a  very 
serious  proposition  with  respect  to  the  whole  question  of  price  sup¬ 
ports,  the  level  of  supplies,  and  the  philosophy  with  respect  to  the 
imposition  of  marketing  quotas.  I  would  like  to  see  this  committee 
give  us  an  opportunity  to  call  our  people  together  and  discuss  this 
and  come  forward  with  the  recommendations  that  would  be  based  on 
our  wheat  people’s  attitude  with  respect  to  this. 

The  Chairman.  How  soon  could  that  be  done? 

Mr.  Woolley.  This  is  now  June  5.  I  think  we  could  call  a  meet¬ 
ing  within  the  next  week  or  10  days.  Then  as  a  result  of  this  commod¬ 
ity  group’s  meeting  from  all  of  the  wheat  areas,  we  could  then  put  it 
up  to  our  executive  committee  that  whatever  they  come  up  with,  we 
/will  bring  to  the  committee.  This  is  what  I  would  really  like  to  do. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  is  in  this  situation.  Unless  we 
pass  some  legislation  in  both  Houses  before  the  1st  of  July — in  fact, 
much  before  that — the  wheat  farmers  of  this  country  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  of  Agriculture  are  going  to  be  in  a  situation  where  they  will  not 
know  how  they  can  plan  or  with  what  they  are  to  be  confronted. 
That  is  the  reason  for  haste  at  this  time,  and  is  a  very  strong  reason, 
I  think.  Do  you  think  you  could  get  together  at  an  earlier  time? 

Mr.  Woolley.  I  do  not  know  how  we  could  do  it.  I  will  tell  you 
what  we  will  do,  though.  We  will  call  our  people  with  the  idea  in 
mind  of  trying  to  get  them  together  as  early  as  possible  and  then  I 
will  talk  to  you  about  it.  I  really  think  this  is  very  fundamental. 
One  thing  I  did  want  to  say  for  the  benefit  of  the  committee  that  is 
here.  It  is  in  this  statement.  We  really  have  come  around  to  the 
belief  that  what  we  have  got  to  do  is  to  use  these  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  stocks  to  expand  our  markets  and  that  we  are  not  going 
to  solve  our  problems  with  respect  to  the  agricultural  plant  being 
greater  than  our  markets  are.  That  is  really  what  the  agricultural 
problem  is.  We  build  it  up  to  a  point  where  we  just  can  produce  so 
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much  that  we  are  going  to  drown  in  it  if  we  do  not  export.  We  have 
got  to  ship  these  supplies  out  of  this  country  and  we  have  got  to  trade. 

We  think  we  ought  to  use  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks 
to  try  to  expand  trade,  and  we  have  a  plan — it  is  in  this  statement 
that  I  submitted  to  you- — as  to  how  you  can  use  those  stocks  to  expand 
trade. 

The  Chairman.  To  get  back  to  this  particular  piece  of  legislation 
for  a  moment,  this  bill  does  not  change  the  formula  which  governs  the 
imposition  of  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments.  It  does  for 
1  year  raise  the  minimum  acreage,  but  it  does  not  attempt  to  change 
the  overall  formula. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Or  the  carryover. 

The  Chairman.  The  provisions  of  the  bill  are  temporary  in  that 
regard.  In  most  features  the  bill  makes  permanent  changes  in  the  law 
but  in  that  particular  situation  it  deals  with  1  year,  1954.  The  pur-  | 
pose  in  taking  that  approach  is  that  under  the  law  as  it  stands,  if  mar-  I 
keting  quotas  are  imposed,  the  reduction  in  acreage  for  1  year  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  1953  acreage  would  be  about  30  percent.  I  would  like 
to  have  your  opinion  as  to  whether  you  think  a  reduction  in  1  year  of 
30  percent  is  within  the  limits  of  practicability,  considering  what 
would  become  of  the  laid-out  acreage  and  other  factors  that  would 
arise  from  a  drastic  cut  like  that? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Let  me  say  this.  I  realize  full  well  that  a  30  percent 
cut  backed  up  by  marketing  quotas  would  be  a  very  severe  blow  to 
major  sections  of  this  country  and  would  seriously  affect  the  economy 
of  the  areas  where  wheat  is  the  main  agricultural  commodity.  That 
is  a  big  segment  of  the  agricultural  producing  area  of  the  United  States. 
It  is  a  very  serious  proposition.  In  the  past  the  Ameiican  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation,  has  not  favored  minimums  as  a  fundamental  proposi¬ 
tion,  although  they  have  in.  the  case  of  cotton.  They  favored  a 
minimum  acreage  allowance  so  that  .you  would  not  have  such  a  terrific 
impact  in  1  year,  and  1  think  that  something  along  this  line  is  defi¬ 
nitely  indicated. 

However,  the  thing  I  cannot  say  to  you — and  this  is  the  basis  for 
my  hesitancy — we  cannot  say  whether  our  people  would  favor  it  being  , 
at  66  million  acres  or  60  million  acres.  I  think  they  definitely  would  * 
want  to  favor  ameliorating  the  situation  that  we  face  of  having  to  go 
down  to  55  million  acres.  I  assume  that  the  figures  the  boys  in  the 
Department  would  have  to  come  up  with  would  bring  about  that 
result.  I  think  it  is  a  fine  thing  that  you  are  not  trying  to  increase  the 
carryover  in  this  legislation,  and  we  would  be  very  strongly  against 
your  increasing  the  carryover.  There  is  not  any  question  about  the 
fact  that  our  policy  would  be  contrary  to  that,  because  we  know  there 
are  abundant  supplies. 

I  understand  that  the  66  million  acres  would  permit  the  carryover 
that  is  indicated  for  July  1,  1954,  to  be  carried  on  for  another  year; 
whereas  if  you  put  it  at  62  million  acres  it  would  mean  that  the  carry¬ 
over  would  be  held  to  about  570  million  bushels,  which  is  what  is  indi¬ 
cated  as  of  July  1,  1953.  Is  that  not  correct? 

The  Chairman.  Sixty-two  million  would  maintain  the  same  carry¬ 
over  you  have  at  the  present  time,  this  coming  July;  and  the  66  million 
would  be  the  same  as  the  anticipated  carryover  on  July  1,  1954. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes;  that  is  what  I  understood.  But  our  people 
definitely,  I  believe,  would  be  in  favor  of  ameliorating  this.  But  I  do 
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not  know  just  where  they  would  want  to  do  it.  It  is  really  question¬ 
able  in  my  mind  as  to  whether  they  would  favor  the  15  to  25.  I  under¬ 
stand  what  the  problem  is,  and  our  people  favor  marketing  quotas. 
I  think  they  would  want  to  see  something  done  that  would  mean  that 
marketing  quotas  would  not  be  voted  out.  I  am  pretty  sure  that  this 
is  what  our  fundamental  philosophy  would  be  at  this  present  time. 
That  is  certainly  what  is  in  the  act  of  1938  and  its  amendments. 

The  question,  though,  as  to  whether  or  not  by  going  from  15  to 
25  you  may  not  be  compounding  your  problems  is  something  that  I 
am  sure  they  would  really  like  to  comment  upon  and  like  to  make  their 
own  decision  on  before  they  see  the  Congress  act. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  is  going  to  have  to  adjourn  on 
account  of  the  rollcall  now  going  on.  I  would  like  to  suggest  this 
with  respect  to  any  action  which  your  committee  dealing  with  this 
matter  might  want  to  take.  It  would  be  very  difficult,  I  think,  for 
us  to  hold  up  action  on  this  bill  in  the  committee  until  you  could  meet, 
assuming  you  take  a  week  or  10  days,  because  if  this  legislation  is 
going  to  have  any  value  at  all  we  have  to  get  at  it  at  once.  I  had 
lioped  we  could  take  some  action  in  this  committee  on  this  bill  the 
first  of  next  week. 

However,  there  is  pending  in  the  Senate  a  bill  which  goes  farther 
than  this  bill  in  the  matter  of  carryovers,  and  it  also  deals  with  corn 
as  well  as  wheat.  There  will  be  hearings  on  that  bill,  and  I  assume 
on  this  bill,  if  we  pass  it  in  the  House.  If  you  would  be  able  to  get 
your  group  together  before  that  time,  you  could  present  your  views 
at  the  Senate  hearings.  I  do  not  think  they  are  contemplating  them 
immediately.  While  I  would  like  to  have  your  views  before  this 
committee  when  we  consider  this  legislation,  I  do  not  believe  that 
time  will  permit  it.  But  you  would  have  an  opportunity  when  the 
bill  comes  before  the  Senate  to  present  them  there.  In  the  overall, 
they  would  be  considered  either  in  the  Senate  or  in  conference,  but 
probably  not  here  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Woolley.  I  appreciate  that  and  I  would  like  to  leave  this  one 
idea  with  you.  We  are  really  interested  in  the  farmers  getting  the 
maximum  real  income;  I  mean  real  income.  That  is  what  we  are 
interested  in.  We  believe  that  an  adjustment  program  properly 
operated  at  proper  levels  will  help  bring  that  about. 

But  please,  when  you  deal  with  the  people  over  in  the  Senate, 
do  not  agree  to  increasing  the  carryover.  We  think  this  will  militate 
against  a  sound  solution  of  our  problems,  and  it  diverts  our  attention 
away  from  the  real  proposition  of  finding  the  markets  for  this  sur¬ 
plus.  We  have  got  to  solve  that  problem  or  else  we  are  going  to 
drown  in  our  own  production. 

The  Chairman.  I  can  only  speak  for  myself.  My  own  position 
is  the  position  taken  in  this  bill.  I  do  not  favor  a  permanent  increase 
in  the  carryover  formula  at  this  time.  I  think  that  is  a  matter  that 
should  be  taken  up  at  a  later  date  when  we  have  more  time. 

Mr.  Woolley.  That  is  a  very  far-reaching  proposition  that  should 
not  be  lightly  discussed. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  adjourn  until  the  further 
call  of  the  Chair. 

(Thereupon,  at  11:25  a.  m.,  the  committee  adjourned  subject  to 
further  call  of  the  Chair.) 
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WHEAT  MARKETING  CtUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


THURSDAY,  JUNE  35,  1953 

United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Washington ,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10 : 10  a.  m.,  in  room  324, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  George  D.  Aiken  (chairman)  pre¬ 
siding. 

Present:  Senators  Aiken  (chairman),  Young,  Hickenlooper,  Mundt, 
Schoeppel,  Welker,  Anderson,  and  Eastland. 

Also  present :  Senator  Carlson. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  have  before  us  at  this  time  a  bill,  S.  2099,  to  amend  the  wheat¬ 
marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

(The  bill  is  as  follows :) 

[S.  2099,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  301  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  193S,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows  : 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (8)  the  language  “during  the  ten  calendar 
years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and  during  the  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of 
cotton,”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “during  the  live  calendar 
years” ;  and  by  deleting  the  language  “and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the 
case  of  cotton,  for  trends  in  yields”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (A)  the  language  “per  acre  of  corn 
or  w'heat”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “per  acre  of  the  commodity”  ; 
by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language  “ten  calendar 
years”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn,  and  five  calender  years  in  the  case  of 
wheat,” ;  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language 
“weather  conditions  and”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn,  but  not  in  the  case 
of  wheat,  for”  ;  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  the  language  “ten  calendar 
years”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “ten  or  five  calender  years,  as 
the  case  may  be,” ;  and  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  the  language  “ten 
years”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “ten  or  five  years”. 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (E)  the  language  “and  wheat,  but  not 
in  the  case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “,  but 
not  in  the  case  of  cotton,  wheat,  or  peanuts” ;  and  striking  out  the  language 
“and  wheat,  and  five  calender  years  in  the  case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
w'heat,  or  peanuts”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows  : 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words  “The  national  acreage 
allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  one  per 
centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new  sentence  to  read  as  follows: 
“The  reserve  acreage  set  aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall 
be  used  to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county  allotments 
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made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs 
of  counties  for  additional  allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new 
areas  coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  five  calendar  years  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment 
is  proclaimed.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  the  word  “ten”  wherever  it 
appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “live.” 

(d)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words  “The  State  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  wheat”  the  language  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum 
thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(e)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  after  the  words  “on 
the  basis  of”  the  language  “past  acreage  of  wheat,”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  the  words  “such 
county”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

(g)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the  figure  “1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “two  hundred”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “400”. 

Sec.  4.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55  Stat.  203),  as  amended, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  the  language 
“shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  co- 
operators  for  such  marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act  and  this  resolu¬ 
tion.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “on  wheat  shall  be  45  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  crop  is  harvested.”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the  word  “fifteen”  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “25”. 

Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  national  acreage 
allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  shall  be.  not  less  than  sixty-two  million 
acres. 

Sec.  6.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  this  Act  shall  become  effective  with  respect 
to  the  1954  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  found  ourselves  in  conflict  with  a  session 
of  the  Senate  this  morning,  unexpectedly,  but  we  are  getting  permis¬ 
sion  from  the  floor  to  continue  with  this  hearing.  This  hearing  is  of 
considerable  importance  to  a  lot  of  people,  particularly  the  wheat 
growers  of  this  country.  It  appears  that  with  no  change  at  all  in 
existing  legislation  there  will  be  a  drastic  reduction  in  wheat  acreage 
for  the  coming  year  under  the  law  as  it  is  now  written. 

I  believe  that  it  is  expected  that  the  reduction  will  be  somewhere 
from  78  million  down  to  possibly  55  million,  as  the  law  is  now.  There 
have  been  a  great  many  requests  that  the  Congress  consider  softening 
that  blow  to  wheat  growers  so  that  it  will  not  all  come  at  once  in  1 
year.  The  House  has  had  legislation  before  their  Committee  and  I 
believe  is  taking  it  up  before  the  full  House  today. 

The  other  day  Senators  Young  and  Schoeppel  and  myself  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  which  we  have  before  us  now.  As  one  of  those  who  in¬ 
troduced  the  bill.  I  lay  no  claims  to  it  being  perfection  itself.  It  is 
subject  to  change  if,  after  hearing  the  testimony,  the  committee  decides 
that  it  should  be  changed  in  any  way. 

Senator  Anderson.  Will  the  Secretary  testify  ? 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  believe  so. 

Senator  Anderson.  Who  from  the  policy  level  of  the  Department 
will  testify  ? 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  Mr.  Gordon  will  testify  for  the  De¬ 
partment,  the  Administrator  of  the  PMA. 

Senator  Anderson.  Is  he  in  position  to  testify  on  what  the  situation 
was  last  year  and  what  the  situation  is  this  year  ? 
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The  Chairman.  I  hope  so.  He  has  some  of  his  assistants  with  him. 
Undoubtedly  they  are  more  familiar  with  what  went  on  last  year. 
But  before  we  hear 'from  Mr.  Gordon,  I  am  pleased  to  note  the  at¬ 
tendance  here  of  Senator  Frank  Carlson,  of  Kansas,  our  largest  wheat 
State.  Senator  Carlson  has  a  statement  which  we  will  be  glad  to  hear 
at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FRANK  CARLSON,  UNITED  STATES  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Senator  Carlson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hesitate  to  impose  on  the  time 
of  the  committee.  I  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  of  appear¬ 
ing  before  the  Agricultural  Committee  in  regard  to  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  affecting  the  wheat  programs  of  our  Nation. 

Wheat  is  the  key  to  prosperity  in  many  Kansas  communities,  and 
these  communities  which  are  dependent  upon  wheat  income  will  be 
vitally  affected  by  the  outcome  of  bills  pending  in  this  committee. 
1  refer  specifically  to  legislation  providing  for  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  national  wheat  acreage  allotment  for  1954,  or  increase  in 
the  carryover  that  would  permit  the  planting  of  increased  acreage 
above  the  present  authorized  minimum  and  the  increase  of  the  wheat 
acreage  on  individual  farms  that  would  not  come  under  the  allot¬ 
ment  program. 

If  we  do  not  change  the  minimum  of  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  1954  crop,  the  acreage  must  be  based  on  55  million  acres 
provided  under  the  existing  law. 

Supplies  of  wheat  available  for  the  marketing  year  will  total 
1,740,000,000  bushels,  if  present  crop  and  carryover  expectations  are 
realized.  This  would  exceed  the  previous  record  by  about  140  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  United  States  has  never  had  to  manage  such  large  supplies 
before.  Every  effort,  of  course,  must  and  will  be  made  to  move  as 
much  of  the  surplus  wheat  out  of  this  country  as  possible,  but  the 
immediate  problem  before  Congress  and  before  the  wheatgrowers  of 
the  Nation  is  the  acreage  allotment  that  must  be  used  in  setting  quotas 
for  wheat  growers  for  the  coming  year. 

If  we  do  not  secure  legislation,  the  minimum  of  55  million  acres 
now  prescribed  in  the  law  would  be  the  governing  factor  in  establish¬ 
ing  a  national  acreage  allotment  level.  In  my  opinion,  this  would 
require  a  reduction  in  1  year  of  30  percent,  which  I  believe  is  more 
than  should  be  required  of  the  wheat  farmers  and  I  have  grave  doubts 
that  they  could  accept  it. 

As  we  look  back  over  the  wheat  picture,  I  think  it  should  be  stated 
that  acreage  allotments  and  quotas  should  have  been  set  last  year  for 
this  year's  crop.  A  10  to  15  percent  reduction  in  the  acreage  allotment 
last  year  by  the  individual  farmer  would  have  prevented  the  present 
situation. 

If  and  when  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  proclaims  marketing 
quotas  for  wheat  and  calls  for  a  referendum  vote  of  the  producers, 
the  wheat  growers  are  going  to  be  faced  with  a  very  difficult  situation. 
Either  they  accept  the  30  percent  reduction  under  existing  legislation, 
or  the  price  support  drop  to  50  percent  of  parity  or  about  $1.20  per 
bushel. 
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Everyone  must  realize  that  farmers  cannot  produce  wheat  at  $1.20 
per  bushel  and  the  natural  tendency  would  be  to  vote  against  quotas, 
despite  the  fact  that  they  are  necessary  in  the  present  economy. 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  many  of  the  smaller  producers  of  wheat, 
with  some  15  to  40  acres,  would  have  the  same  vote  as  the  grower  with 
larger  acreages  in  the  wheat-producing  States.  One  can  readily  un¬ 
derstand  how  difficult  it  would  be  for  them  to  vote  for  quotas.  There¬ 
fore,  I  would  urge  that  the  committee  increase  the  present  15-acre  ex¬ 
emption  to  25  acres. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  present  surplus  of  wheat  does  make  a  real  prob¬ 
lem,  not  only  for  the  wheat  growers,  but  for  the  Nation  as  a  whole, 
and  yet  I  remember  the  time  that  a  burdensome  surplus  disappeared 
rapidly. 

Peak  demands  for  United  States  wheat  occurred  in  1943,  1945,  and 
1947.  In  the  war  period  (1942-45),  an  average  of  425  million  bush¬ 
els  of  wheat  were  fed  to  livestock  each  year.  Since  then  about  100 
million  bushels  per  year  have  been  used  as  livestock  feed.  Wheat  pro¬ 
duction  expands  to  meet  peak  demands.  Since  then,  this  one  outlet 
has  decreased  300  million  bushels — equivalent  to  over  one-fourth  of  an 
annual  crop. 

After  World  War  II,  the  United  States  exported  large  quantities 
of  wheat  exceeding  500  million  bushels  one  year.  This  outlet  pro¬ 
vided  a  market  to  counterbalance  the  reduced  use  of  wheat  as  live¬ 
stock  feed.  But  exports  have  declined  in  recent  years.  Even  with 
the  subsidy  paid  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  (about 
$575  million  in  4  years)  the  United  States  has  exported  only  about 
300  million  bushels  this  past  year.  In  the  meantime,  Canada  has  in¬ 
creased  production.  Canada  must  export  wheat.  Argentina  im¬ 
ported  wheat  last  year  for  the  first  time  in  recent  history  but  has  since 
harvested  a  large  crop,  and  along  with  Canada  is  competing  strongly 
for  the  export  trade. 

The  long-time  average  (about  40  years)  annual  exports  from  the 
United  States  is  180  million  bushels.  Clearly,  United  States  exports 
must  be  maintained,  or  wheat  priced  to  compete  with  other  grains  as 
livestock  feed,  or  some  reduction  made  in  production.  It  is  well  to 
remember,  however,  that  the  United  States  has  always  been  able  to 
use  large  stocks  of  wheat  accumulated  during  good  crop  years  to 
good  advantage. 

Senator  Young.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  Senator. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Young. 

Senator  Young.  Our  present  carryover  as  of  July  1  is  expected  to 
be  about  575  million  bushels,  is  it  not? 

Senator  Carlson.  550  to  575. 

Senator  Young.  That  would  be  approximately  300  million  bushels 
more  than  we  ought  to  be  carrying,  I  would  think,  in  our  present  world 
situation.  I  wonder  if  you  would  agree  with  my  view? 

Senator  Carlson.  I  do  agree  with  it.  I  well  remember  when  we  go 
back  a  good  many  years,  to  1914,  when  we  were  selling  wheat  at 
60  cents  a  bushel,  we  had  a  very  heavy  carryover  at  that  time.  It  was 
just  a  matter  of  a  year  or  two  when  wheat  was  a  rather  scarce  com¬ 
modity  because  of  World  War  I  coming  on.  Those  situations  can 
develop.  I  do  not  think  it  is  excessive. 

Senator  Young.  I  recall  an  amendment  to  an  appropriation  bill 
which  Senator  Anderson  and  myself,  among  others,  opposed,  I  believe 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  5 

in  1948,  which  provided  that  we  could  not  export  more  wheat  when  we 
reached  a  minimum  of  150  million  bushels  carryover. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  wish  to  state  that  I  think  we  should  carry  fairly 
heavy  reserves  and  we  can  carry  them,  and  that  the  adjustment  should 
in  my  opinion  be  based  either  on  the  increased  acreage  as  proposed  in 
bills  before  this  committee  or  on  the  bushelage  that  is  also  proposed. 
I  would  be  willing  to  abide  by  the  decisions  of  this  committee  after 
you  have  had  your  hearings,  and  I  know  you  will  work  out  the  best 
solution  possible. 

The  Chairman.  I  notice  that  you  recommended  increasing  the  ex¬ 
emption  for  growers  from  15  acres  to  25  acres.  That  would  affect 
about  a  third  of  the  growers  in  your  State,  leave  them  out  of  the 
program,  and  leave  them  without  a  vote.  Do  you  think  there  would 
be  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  smaller  growers  in  your  State  to 
increase  their  acreage  up  to  the  maximum  amount  permitted  if  that 
were  done? 

Senator  Carlson.  These  folks  who  grow  15  acres  or  thereabouts  are 
people  who  usually  work  their  wheat  into  a  rotation  of  corps.  I  don’t 
think  they  would  necessarily  care  to  increase  it  except  as  it  fit  their 
crop  rotation. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  they  represent  something  like  10  percent 
of  your  production. 

Senator  Carlson.  My  thought  is  that  wheat  quotas  must  be  voted 
by  66%  percent  of  the  growers.  That  is  a  very  large  percentage.  If 
we  do  not  increase  this  from  15,  to  20  or  25  acres,  there  is  going  to  be 
some  problem  in  securing  quotas  this  year. 

The  Chairman.  In  Kansas  those  with  25  acres  represent  8  percent 
rather  than  10.  North  Dakato  is  even  less  than  that,  only  about  4 
percent. 

Senator  Young.  When  I  was  home  about  2  weeks  ago  I  attended  a 
county  Farm  Bureau  meeting.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  de¬ 
termine  public  opinion  on  many  agricultural  issues.  At  that  meeting, 
attended  by  about  150  farmers,  they  took  a  vote  on  how  many  would 
favor  quotas.  As  I  recall  there  wasn’t  a  hand  raised  against  quotas. 
The  problem  we  have  is  in  borderline  States  where  farmers  have 
only  small  acreage,  as  in  the  past  those  farmers  ordinarily  didn’t 
approve  quotas.  Wheat  producing  to  them  is  a  sideline. 

Senator  Anderson.  Of  course  raising  from  15  to  25  means  that  the 
cut  has  to  come  on  the  regular  wheat  producers.  It  cuts  them  pretty 
hard. 

Senator  Young.  I  am  not  sure  whether  we  should  raise  it  to  25.  I 
am  thinking  more  about  25  acres  myself. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  mentioned  some  acreage  increase  over  15,  to  20 
or  25.  I  think  the  committee  should  go  into  that  very  thoroughly, 
and  I  would  urge  it  to  do  it,  because  I  know  what  happens  when 
you  do  make  that  cut. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  cut  it  right  against  the  regular  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  who  are  doing  that  for  a  living. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Carlson.  We  will  hear  from 
the  Department  on  this  matter,  also  from  the  three  major  farm 
organizations  which  have  memberships  in  the  Wheat  Belt. 

Senator  Carlson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  very  much  your 
letting  me  put  this  statement  in  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  with  us,  Senator. 
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Senator  Hickenlooper.  Senator  Carlson,  do  you  notice  any  tend¬ 
ency  this  year  for  wheat  farmers  to  increase  their  acreage  this  year 
in  anticipation  of  probable  acreage  allotments  for  next  year  ?  In  other 
words,  to  get  their  base  up  ? 

Senator  Carlson.  Of  course  that  is  always  a  problem  out  in  the 
wheat  States  and  it  is  one  thing  we  try  to  protect  and  preserve,  and 
that  is  a  good  wheat  base.  I  will  say  very  frankly  that  I  think  the 
program,  when  you  begin  to  vote  acreage  allotments,  does  have  some 
effect  on  good  rotation  systems  for  that  very  reason.  I  do  not  know. 
I  have  not  heard  of  any  tendency  any  different  this  year  than  other 
years.  But  that  is  a  tendency. 

Senator  Hickenlooper.  I  think  that  in  some  fields  of  agriculture 
this  year  there  is  some  noticeable  tendency  in  some  places  to  increase 
acreage  of  crops  on  the  part  of  certain  people  in  anticipation  of  there 
being  a  cut  next  year  and  they  will  have  a  broader  base  and  not  be 
cut  so  much. 

Senator  Carlson.  Past  history  will  show  that  farmers  who  practiced 
fine  rotation  systems  were  penalized  when  they  established  a  base. 
But  it  is  unfortunate. 

Senator  Hickenlooper.  It  is  pretty  well  established  that  when  they 
cut  corn  acreage  in  the  1930’s  that  the  farmer  went  out  and  bought 
hybrid  in  what  was  desperation  and  raised  more  corn  on  less  acres 
than  they  had  before.  Do  you  think  that  if  we  reduce  the  acreage  of 
Avheat  that  it  will  drive  the  farmers  into  the  use  of  nitrogen  and 
other  fertilizers  and  that  we  will  in  effect  produce  more  wheat  ? 

Senator  Carlson.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  corn  areas.  We  have 
a  limited  number  of  counties  in  Kansas  that  are  in  commercial  corn 
areas.  On  the  wheat  situation  I  will  say  that  during  the  last  few 
years,  without  quotas,  acreage  allotments,  the  farmers  have  been  using 
hybrids  and  getting  increased  yields. 

Senator  Hickenlooper.  I  understand  they  have,  but  many  of  them 
have  not.  After  all,  it  is  an  expensive  process.  A  good  many  dollars 
an  acre  go  into  fertilization  and  there  are  many  who  will  say  rather 
than  hazard  X  number  of  dollars  per  acre,  which  is  very  substantial, 
I  will  just  go  on  and  raise  wheat  on  this  acreage.  But  if  they  have 
their  allotment  cut,  there  might  be  a  tendency  for  them  to  take  the 
chance  on  fertilizer  and  actually  find  out  that  it  will  do  the  business. 
.  Senator  Carlson.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  state  that  fertilizer  will  in¬ 
crease  yields  if  you  have  some  moisture  with  it. 

Senator  Young.  In  North  Dakota,  I  think  there  may  be  some 
increase  in  wheat  acres  this  year.  I  think  the  reason  for  it  is  more  the 
low  price  of  oats,  barley,  and  rye.  The  average  price  of  oats  in  my 
State  now  is  less  than  52  cents  a  bushel.  The  last  quotation  I  saw  of 
rye  was  $1.07  a  bushel.  Barley  is  selling  for  considerably  less  than  $1 
a  bushel,  largely  because  of  importations  from  Canada.  Those  crops 
are  no  longer  profitable  to  raise  so  they  have  to  shift  to  something  else. 

Senator  Hickenlooper.  I  am  not  making  any  claims  one  way  or 
another,  but  I  am  raising  the  question  that  unless  acreage  is  cut  very, 
very  drastically  you  are  apt  to  end  up  with  an  increased  enforced  use 
of  fertilizer  and  therefore  more  bushels  at  the  end  of  the  season. 

Senator  Carlson.  With  improved  tillage  and  fertilizers  and  good 
management,  yields  can  be  and  have  been  increased. 
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Senator  Mundt.  In  Senator  Carlson’s  prepared  statement,  had  he 
given  any  consideration  to  the  possible  impact  of  this  very  serious 
drought  in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  country  to  this  quota? 

Senator  Carlson.  Of  course,  we  in  Kansas,  the  last  official  estimate 
in  Kansas  this  year  is  112  million  bushels  of  wheat.  Last  year  we 
produced  308.  So  we  have  already  suffered  quite  a  serious  reduction 
this  year.  Unless  we  get  moisture  to  build  up  our  subsoil  moisture, 
which  is  one  of  the  determining  factors  in  the  yield  next  year,  we,  of 
course,  will  produce  another  short  crop  next  year. 

Senator  Mundt.  1  notice  in  the  morning  papers  there  are  some 
statistics  showing  a  very  substantial — I  think  about  a  50  percent — 
decline  in  the  prospective  wheat  crop  of  Texas  because  of  the  drought. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  is  true.  Apparently  the  increases 
estimate  in  the  crop  comes  from  the  splendid  condition  in  the  States 
east  of  what  we  think  of  as  the  Wheat  Belt,  and  also  the  increased 
planting  in  the  spring  wheat. 

Senator  Young.  There  is  not  so  much  planting  in  the  spring  wheat 
area  but  very  favorable  conditions.  I  think  the  forecast  for  North 
Dakota  this  j^ear  is  around  150  million  bushels  which  is  about  50  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  over  a  year  ago. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  Michigan,  which  put 
together  are  heavy  producers,  have  a  good  crop  this  year. 

Senator  Mundt.  Do  the  estimates  give  recognition  to  the  current 
status  of  the  drought  in  the  Southwest  ? 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  so.  The  other  day  when  we  were 
considering  disposing  of  37  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  Pakistan,  the 
BAE  came  up  with  an  estimate  of  92  million  bushels  in  the  crop. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  can’t  give  it  away  as  fast  as  it  grows. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  competition  in  giving  it  away. 

Senator  Welker.  Can  we  not  have  inserted  in  the  record  at  this 
point  the  amount  of  our  holdover  grains  that  we  have  now  in  storage? 

The  Chairman.  I  think  Mr.  Gordon  and  his  assistants  who  are 
with  him  have  the  data  in  that  respect. 

Senator  Welker.  As  1  recall  it,  Senator  Anderson,  check  me  if  I 
am  wrong— — 

The  Chairman.  We  will  have  it  in  the  record,  Senator  Welker. 

Senator  Welker.  That  million  tons,  if  taken  out,  you  would  not 
know  it  was  taken  out  of  the  bins. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  appreciate  your  kindness,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Carlson. 

Mr.  Howard  LI.  Gordon,  Administrator,  Production  and  Market¬ 
ing  Administration,  is  the  next  witness. 

STATEMENTS  0E  HOWARD  H.  GORDON,  ADMINISTRATOR,  PRODUC¬ 
TION  AND  MARKETING  ADMINISTRATION;  LIONEL  C.  HOLM, 

EXECUTIVE  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  ADMINISTRATOR,  PMA;  THOMAS 

B.  WALKER,  HEAD,  PROGRAM  ANALYSIS  DIVISION,  GRAIN 

BRANCH,  PMA ;  AND  JOHN  C.  BAGWELL,  HEAD,  PRODUCTION  AND 

ADJUSTMENT  DIVISION,  OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR,  UNITED 

STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Gordon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  regret  very  much  that  neither  the  Secretary  nor  Mr.  Davis 
could  appear  before  "the  committee  this  morning  because  of  the  pres- 
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sure  of  drought-relief  problems  that  they  are  under  at  the  moment. 
It  fell  to  my  lot  to  present  the  Department’s  position  before  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  sometime  back,  so  they  asked  me  to  take  the 
assignment  again  this  morning. 

In  the  interest  of  securing  prompt  and  accurate  answers,  I  should 
like  very  much  to  have  seated  with  me  members  of  my  staff,  if  I  may, 
because  as  you  realize  this  is  a  very  highly  technical  proposition  and 
you  can’t  hope,  in  5  months,  with  all  the  problems  that  you  have  in 
addition,  to  absorb  all  of  those  details. 

I  would  like  to  have  my  executive  assistant,  Mr.  Holm ;  Mr.  Walker, 
of  the  grain  branch;  and  Mr.  Bagwell,  of  the  solicitor’s  office,  here 
with  me  to  take  care  of  those  questions,  if  I  may. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  gentlemen  come  forward  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  have  a  prepared  statement  which  in  some  respects 
is  identical  to  the  one  I  presented  to  the  House  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee.  In  other  respects  it  differs  somewhat.  If  I  may  I  should  like 
to  read  that  statement.  I  have  no  objection  to  interruptions  at  any 
time,  if  you  have  questions  to  ask. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  proceed  with  your  statement? 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  will  start  out  with  definitions.  Subsection  (a)  of 
section  1  of  the  bill - 

Senator  Anderson.  I  regard  this  as  an  analysis  of  the  bill.  Can’t 
we  have  a  statement  from  the  Department  as  to  what  they  think  of 
the  bill  ?  This  is  an  analysis  of  the  bill.  I  read  this. 

Mr.  Gordon.  This  is  more  than  an  analysis  of  the  bill,  Senator 
Anderson.  It  is  the  Department’s  position  with  respect  to  the  bill. 

Senator  Anderson.  All  right. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  proceed? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1  of  the  bill  would  change 
the  definition  of  “national  average  yield,”  as  applied  to  wheat,  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  such  national  average  yield  shall  be  based  on  the  national 
average  yield  per  acre  of  wheat  during  the  preceding  5  calendar  years 
instead  of  10,  with  adjustments  only  for  abnormal  weather  condi¬ 
tions.  This  change  would  facilitate  the  determination  of  the  national 
average  yield  on  a  basis  which  would  more  realistically  reflect  the 
current  geographic  pattern  of  wheat  production.  It  is  not  expected 
that  the  national  average  yield  so  determined  would  be  appreciably 
different  from  a  determination  based  on  a  10-year  period.  The  use 
of  a  5-year  period  would  eliminate  the  need  for  making  adjustments 
for  trends  in  yield  and  would  be  consistent  with  provisions  of  the 
bill  for  apportioning  the  national  acreage  allotment  among  States 
and  counties  on  the  basis  of  a  5-year  period.  It  would  also  bring 
these  determinations  for  wheat  in  line  with  cotton,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  1  of  the  bill  would  change  the  definition 
of  “normal  yield”  for  any  county,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  to  provide 
that  such  normal  yield  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  average  yield 
per  acre  during  the  preceding  5  calendar  years  instead  of  10,  with  ad¬ 
justments  only  for  abnormal  weather  conditions.  This  change  is  con¬ 
sidered  necessary  in  order  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  productivity 
of  the  county  in  relation  to  current  farming  operations  and  to  place 
the  determination  of  county  normal  yields  on  a  comparable  basis 
with  the  determination  of  the  national  average  yield.  As  changed, 
the  term  “normal  yield”  for  any  county,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  would 
become  uniform  with  that  already  established  for  cotton,  peanuts,  and 
rice. 
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Subsection  (c)  of  section  1  of  the  bill  would  change  the  definition 
of  “normal  yield”  for  any  farm,  as  applied  to  wheat,  to  provide  that 
such  normal  yield  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  average  yield 
jier  acre  during  the  preceding  5  calendar  years  instead  of  10,  with 
adjustments  only  for  abnormal  weather  conditions. 

This  change  is  considered  necessary,  even  more  so  than  for  the 
national  average  yield  and  the  county  normal  yield,  in  order  to  more 
accurately  reflect  the  current  state  of  productivity  of  the  farm  in 
relation  to  current  farming  operations  and  to  place  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  farm  normal  yield  on  a  comparable  basis  with  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  county  normal  yields.  As  changed,  the  term  “normal  yield” 
for  any  farm  would  become  uniform  for  the  commodities  cotton, 
wheat,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

Apportionment  of  national  acreage  allotment:  Subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  provide  for  the  establishment  and  ap¬ 
portionment  of  a  national  acreage  reserve  not  to  exceed  1  percent  of 
the  national  allotment. 

Based  on  past  experience  it  has  been  found  that  there  is  a  definite 
need  for  a  reserve  acreage  for  apportionment  to  counties  in  addition  to 
the  regular  county  allotments. 

This  reserve  is  needed  primarily  because  of  the  short  history  of  many 
farms  in  reclamation  and  other  new  areas  where  the  acreage  of  wheat 
has  expanded  rapidly  in  recent  years. 

The  establishment  of  such  reserve  would  permit  the  alleviation  of 
inequities  by  administrative  action,  which  in  the  past  has  required 
special  legislation  such  as  Public  Law  272,  81st  Congress. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  change  the  base  period 
for  apportioning  the  national  and  State  acreage  allotments  among 
States  and  counties  from  10  years  to  5  years.  The  use  of  a  5-year  base 
period  would  be  more  representative  of  the  geographic  pattern  of  cur¬ 
rent  wheat  production  operations.  The  effect  of  using  a  5-year  period 
would  be  to  obtain  a  more  equitable  apportionment  of  the  national  al¬ 
lotment  consistent  with  the  wheat  production  pattern  established  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  period  in  which  abnormal  production  shifts  were  in¬ 
duced  by  wartime  conditions. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Young? 

Senator  Young.  May  I  ask  a  question  or  two  ?  I  am  not  too  familiar 
with  the  bill  introduced  in  the  House  by  Congressman  Hope. 

Are  the  conditions  thus  far  read  the  same  as  the  House  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  The  same  as  the  House. 

Senator  Mundt.  Mr.  Gordon,  when  you  come  to  the  different  pro¬ 
visions,  if  there  are  different  provisions,  would  you  explain  those  as 
you  go  along  where  they  are  different  from  the  House,  the  so-called 
Hope  bill. 

The  Chairman.  This  wording  is  the  same  as  was  introduced  in 
the  House,  but  as  I  understand  it,  not  as  it  came  out  of  the  House.  The 
House  changed  the  5-year  period  back  to  lO. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  stand  corrected.  That  is  true. 

Senator  Young.  They  changed  it  back  to  10? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Mundt.  All  the  way  through  or  just  as  far  as  the  individual 
farms  are  concerned? 

Mr.  Gordon.  All  the  way  through  they  changed  it  back  to  10. 
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Mr.  Bagwell.  All  references  to  5  years  were  changed  back  to  10. 

The  Chairman.  Can  yon  explain  to  the  committee  the  reasoning 
back  of  that  change?  The  reasoning  for  making  it  5  years  in  the  first 
place  and  then  changing  it  back  to  10  in  the  committee  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  think  Mr.  Holm  can  come  nearer  to  answering  that 
than  any  of  us. 

Mr.  Holm.  I  think  to  put  it  very  bluntly,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  original 
intent  was,  as  we  have  indicated  in  our  testimony  here,  that  feeling  that 
putting  it  on  a  5-year  basis  would  bring  the  distribution  of  the  national 
acreage  allotment  within  the  Nation  on  a  more  nearly  current  basis 
and  would  more  nearly  reflect  the  current  pattern  of  production. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  you  recall  why  it  was  put  on  10  years  in  the 
first,  place,  in  contradiction  to  other  crops  that  are  on  a  5-year  basis? 

Mr.  Holm.  No,  sir,  I  do  not. 

Senator  Mundt.  You  can  tell  us,  can’t  you  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  Because  wheat  production  had  been  pretty  high 
for  a  few  years  and  they  dropped  it  to  10  in  order  to  change  the  pic¬ 
ture. 

Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  would  sound  logical. 

Senator  Anderson.  Where  in  these  proceedings,  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
we  get  to  the  question  that  Senator  Carlson  raises  in  his  statement? 

Senator  Carlson  said,  and  I  agree  with  him  thoroughly : 

I  think  it  should  be  stated  that  average  acreage  allotments  and  quotas  should 
have  been  set  last  year  for  this  year’s  crop.  A  10  or  15  percent  reduction  in  the 
acreage  allotment  last  year  by  the  individual  farmer  would  have  prevented  the 
present  situation. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  not  discussed  in  your  statement,  is  it,  Mr. 
Gordon  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  whole  question  has  to  be  discussed  some¬ 
time  as  to  what  we  are  going  to  do  next  year,  how  we  got  into  trouble 
last  year.  It  is  this  very  question.  I  read  this  statement  through  and 
thought  it  was  merely  an  analysis  of  the  bill.  It  does  not  recommend 
for  or  against  the  bill,  does  it? 

Mr.  Gordon.  It  does 

Senator  Anderson.  Where  does  it  recommend? 

Mr.  Gordon.  It  recommends  for  these  items. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  the  bill  be  passed  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  would  very  substantially  liberalize  the 
wheat  situation. 

The  Chairman.  Without  change,  Mr.  Gordon  ? 

As  to  the  question  you  raised,  it  is  not  covered  in  Mr.  Gordon’s 
statement.  It  is  pertinent.  It  seems  to  the  Chair  that  no  better  time 
to  take  the  matter  up  can  be  had  than  right  now  while  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  are  present. 

Senator  Anderson.  Air.  Gordon,  the  reason  I  raise  this  question 
right  now  is  that  on  the  14th  day  of  May,  after  discussion  had  been 
held  here  in  this  committee,  I  sent  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  let¬ 
ter — this  is  my  own  copy — which  I  would  like  to  put  in  the  record  at 
this  time. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  the  nature  of  it  ? 
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Senator  Anderson.  I  pointed  out  that  I  had  been  reading  the  F ed- 
eral  Register  of  Tuesday,  June  24,  1952,  at  which  time  it  was  decided 
there  would  not  be  wheat  quotas.  Chapter  VII  of  that  is  the  decision 
not  to  establish  farm  acreage  allotments  for  the  1953  wheat  crop.  I 
asked : 


Do  the  records  in  the  Department  indicate  the  scope  of  the  investigation  that 
was  required  by  the  law,  the  personnel  employed  in  it — 

I  mean  who  did  the  job  of  deciding  that  we  did  not  have  to  have  it — 

the  figures  obtained  by  it  on  which  this  discretionary  action  was  taken?  Will 
you  please  tell  me  where  I  can  find  out  about  the  investigation  and  what  ma¬ 
terial  is  carried  now  in  the  files  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  reference 
to  it? 


I  would  like  to  have  that  in  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection. 

(The  document  referred  to  above  is  as  follows:) 


Hon.  Ezra  T.  Benson, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.  G. 


May  14,  1953. 


Dear  Mr.  Secretary  :  I  have  been  reading  page  5633  of  the  Federal  Register 
for  Tuesday,  June  24, 1952. 

In  it  as  chapter  VII  there  is  the  decision  not  to  establish  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  the  1953  wheat  crop. 

The  item  quotes  section  335  of  the  act  with  reference  to  the  requirement  for 
proclaiming  a  national  marketing  quota  and  requires  the  Secretary  not  later 
than  July  15  of  each  marketing  year  to  ascertain  and  proclaim  the  total  supply 
and  the  normal  supply  of  wheat  for  such  marketing  year. 

It  then  quotes  section  371  (b)  of  the  act  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  dispense  with  marketing  quotas  or  acreage  allotments  when  he  finds 
certain  things  to  be  true,  which  I  need  not  repeat  here. 

The  item  recites  that  pursuant  to  section  371  (b)  an  investigation  was  made 
to  determine  whether  marketing  quotas  should  be  proclaimed  and  on  the  basis 
of  that  investigation  it  was  found  that  marketing  quotas  should  not  be  pro¬ 
claimed  for  the  1953-54  marketing  year. 

Do  the  records  in  the  Department  indicate  the  scope  of  that  investigation,  the 
personnel  employed  in  it  and  the  figures  obtained  by  it  on  which  the  discretionary 
action  was  taken?  Will  you  please  tell  me  what  I  can  find  out  about  the 
investigation  and  what  material  is  carried  now  in  the  files  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  with  reference  to  it? 

Sincerely  yours, 


Clinton  P.  Anderson. 


Senator  Anderson.  I  received  on  June  12  an  answer  from  True  D. 
Morse  as  Acting  Secretary,  which  I  would  like  to  have  in  the  record 
at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  want  to  give  us  the  nature  of  the  reply  ? 
Senator  Anderson.  It  does  not  answer  my  question  at  all.  It  tells 
that  they  did  not  make  a  study.  I  will  read  it. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  June  12,  1953. 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  May  14  relative  to 
the  Department's  decision  not  to  establish  farm  acreage  allotments  for  the  1953 
wheat  crop. 

The  records  of  the  Department  indicate  that  prior  to  issuing  the  proclamation 
dispensing  with  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  on  the  1953  crop  of 
wheat,  the  Production  and  Marketing  Administration  made  a  comprehensive 
study  of  the  supplies  and  requirements  of  wheat  for  the  1952-53  and  1953-54 
marketing  years.  This  study  indicated  that  the  imposition  of  marketing  quotas 
and  acreage  allotments  would  have  resulted  in  a  national  wheat  acreage  allot- 
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ment  for  1053  of  65.5  million  acres  which  would  have  been  about  6.5  million 
acres  below  the  indicated  acreage  needed  to  produce  an  amount  of  wheat  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  estimated  domestic  and  export  requirements  in  1953-54  and  to 
maintain  a  relatively  large  reserve  of  carryover  supplies  for  meeting  unfore¬ 
seen  emergencies.  The  72  million  acres  of  wheat  determined  as  needed  in  1953 
represented  an  acreage  which  was  from  3.5  to  5  million  acres  below  the  range 
of  wheat  acreages  recommended  by  State  agricultural  mobilization  committees 
under  the  1953  production  goals  program. 

The  records  also  indicate  that  at  the  time  the  proclamation  was  issued,  exports 
of  wheat  were  being  maintained  at  a  relatively  high  level  and  that  there  was 
an  apparent  need  for  maintaining  reserve  supplies  of  wheat  sufficiently  large 
to  meet  unpredictable  situations  arising  from  a  continuation  of  hostilities  in 
Korea  and  unsettled  political  conditions  elsewhere  in  the  world. 

The  supply  and  requirement  figures  used  in  determining  the  wheat  acreage 
needed  in  1953  were  determined  by  a  departmental  supply  estimates  committee 
which  is  composed  of  specialists  from  various  agencies  of  the  Department  whose 
activities  are  in  the  field  of  either  production  or  utilization  of  wheat. 

The  records  also  contain  a  statement  of  economic  justification  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  in  support  of  the  proclamation,  including  the  accompanying  memorandums 
from  the  Production  and  Marketing  Administration  and  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor 
of  the  Department.  These  records  can  be  made  available  for  inspection  by  you 
or  your  representative,  if  you  so  desire. 

Your  interest  in  the  production  adjustment  programs  for  wheat  is  appreciated, 
and  if  I  can  be  of  further  service  to  you  please  feel  free  to  call  upon  me. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  a  very  serious  situation.  All  the 
farmers  are  in  trouble  with  wheat  now,  and  the  Government  is  in 
trouble  with  wheat  now  because  we  did  not  face  up  to  this  thing  last 
year,  and  I  am  afraid  we  are  not  going  to  face  up  to  this  this  year. 

Mr.  Gordon,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  last  year  we  had  77  million  acres 
planted  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  As  a  goal.  We  actually  had  78  million  acres 
planted. 

Mr.  Gordon.  About  78. 

Senator  Anderson.  Did  the  calculations  of  the  Department  not 
show  that  only  54  million  acres  were  needed  to  be  planted? 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  will  have  to  ask  Mr.  Walker  to  answer  that.  Is  that 
true  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  For  1953? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  It  was  indicated  at  72  million. 

Mr.  Anderson.  I  will  produce  figures  from  the  Department’s  own 
statistics  which  show  that  54  million  acres  were  required.  Will  you 
produce  the  figures?  You  start  with  domestic  consumption,  do  you 
not,  the  domestic  supply  of  last  year,  the  consumption  of  last  year? 
The  1951-52  domestic  consumption  figure  was  715  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  Domestic  consumption  adjusted  to  normal. 

Senator  Anderson.  Plus  the  export  for  1952-53.  That  is  what  the 
law  requires.  Nothing  about  normal,  but  1952-53. 

Mr.  Walker.  You  are  still  speaking  of  acreage  allotments? 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  starting  to  find  out  whether  you  need  to 
put  on  marketing  quotas.  There  is  a  difference  between  the  two  as 
you  well  recognize. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  first  have  to  determine  whether  you  need 
marketing  quotas  and  then  you  determine  the  amount  of  the  acreage 
allotment ;  is  that  correct  ? 
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Mr.  Walker.  That  is  not  correct. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  is  the  difference  ?  I  say  it  is  correct.  We 
will  find  out.  I  have  the  law  with  me  in  case  you  want  to  see  it. 

Mr.  Walker.  The  proclamation  of  marketing  quotas  is  based  upon 
normal  supply.  Normal  supply  is  defined  under  the  law  as  the  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  prior  to  the  year  for  which  normal  supply  is  being 
determined,  plus  the  exports  for  the  year  for  which  normal  supply  is 
being  determined,  plus  a  reserve,  15  percent,  for  carryover. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  do  not  believe  you  understood  my  question. 
I  said  to  you  that  in  calculating  the  desirability  of  marketing  quotas 
you  used  one  set  of  figures.  You  use  another  set  of  figures  when  you 
come  to  make  acreage  allotments. 

Air.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  said  it  was  not  just  a  moment  ago. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  misunderstood  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  thought  so. 

Mr.  Walker.  Marketing  quotas  are  based  upon  normal  supply. 
Acreage  allotments  are  based  upon  a  different  provision  of  law. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  exactly  what  I  said. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  beg  your  pardon.  I  misunderstood  you. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  domestic  figure  for  1951-52  is  715  million 
bushels.  If  any  member  of  the  committee  will  put  these  things  down, 
he  will  see  what  this  comes  to.  That  is  715  million  bushels.  Right  or 
wrong  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  Then  the  export  was  375  million  bushels? 

Mr.  Walker.  As  estimated  at  that  time. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  totals  1,090,000,000  bushels.  To  that  you 
add  15  percent.  You  agree  to  that? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  adds  103  million  bushels? 

Senator  IIickenlooper.  Sir? 

Senator  Anderson.  One  hundred  and  sixty-three  million  bushels. 
Fifteen  percent  of  1,090,000,000  bushels.  That  makes  a  total  of 
1,253,000,000  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  sounds  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  To  that  you  add  20  percent  leeway  in  establish¬ 
ing  marketing  quotas.  That  adds  another  251  million,  which  gives 
you  1,504,000,000  bushels  as  your  total  requirements.  Your  estimated 
carryover  by  the  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July 
1,  1952,  is  248  million  bushels.  The  estimated  production  of  1952  is 
1,326,000,000  bushels.  You  would  estimate  imports  of  30  million 
bushels,  or  a  total  of  1,604,000,000  bushels.  So  that  your  supply  per¬ 
centage  was  greater  than  the  requirements  and  marketing  quotas  would 
indicate. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  When  they  were  indicated  you  come  to  the 
acreage  allotment.  The  normal  10-year  adjusted  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  was  720  million  bushels.  Do  you  recall  whether  that  is  about 
right? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  sounds  about  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  export  was  415  million  bushels,  which  was 
exceptionally  high  because  we  didn’t  export  anything  like  that  last 
year. 


35G50— 53 


2 


14  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


Mr.  Walker.  Please  remember  that  these  determinations  you  are 
making  now  are  based  upon  10  preceding  years,  adjusted  for  trends. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  realize  that.  That  included  1946,  1947,  1948, 
when  we  were  exporting  500  million  bushels,  and  so  forth,  of  wheat. 
So  I  say  it  is  abnormally  high.  I  am  not  questioning  the  requirement 
to  use  it.  That  is  415  million  bushels.  That  makes  a  total  of  1,135 
million  bushels.  You  use  a  30  percent  carryover  factor,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  341  million  bushels,  or  a  total  of  1,476 
million  bushels.  That  is  the  total  need.  From  that  you  subtract  the 
carryover  indicated  as  of  July  1,  1953,  and  that  was  494  million 
bushels.  So  the  production  needed  was  actually  982  million  bushels. 
Are  we  still  together? 

Mr.  Walker.  Under  the  allotment. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  right.  Under  the  allotment.  There 
are  two  ways  of  figuring  now.  The  law  says  you  shall  take  out  first 
this  carryover  and  then  it  says  you  shall  take  out  feed  and  seed  wheat. 
If  you  take  out  feed  and  seed  wheat  that  is  170  million  bushels,  you 
would  come  down  to  an  allotment  of  54  million  acres.  But  leave  that 
out  for  the  moment.  The  national  average  yield  we  figured  at  15  bil¬ 
lion  bushels,  and  you  and  I  know  it  is  higher  than  that.  That  requires 
an  acreage  allotment  of  65  million  acres.  So  that  the  allotment  to 
the  farmers  of  this  country  would  have  been  65  million  acres  if  you 
did  not  follow  the  law;  if  you  did  follow  the  law  and  deducted  feed 
and  seed  wheat  the  allotment  would  have  come  down  to  54  million 
acres.  We  planted  78  million  acres,  and  those  24  million  acres  pro¬ 
duced  350  million  bushels  of  wheat  which  is  about  the  amount  we  have 
in  excess  of  good  housekeeping  requirements,  as  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  pointed  out.  So  we  are  in  trouble  solely  because  of  fail¬ 
ure  to  follow  the  law  last  year.  It  that  right  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question  about  the  deduction  of 
the  170  million  for  feed  and  seed. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  reading  from  page  44  of  the  compilation 
as  of  January  1,  1953,  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  with 
which  Mr.  Bagwell  is  very  familiar.  It  says:  “The  amount  of  the 
national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  shall  be  equal  to  a  normal  year’s 
domestic  consumption” — that  is  720  million  bushels — “and  export” — 
that  is  415  million  bushels — “plus  30  percent  thereof” — that  is  when 
we  added  the  340  million  bushels — “less  the  sum  of  (1)  estimated 
carryover” — which  was  494  million  bushels — “and  (2),  the  estimated 
amount  of  wheat  which  shall  be  used  on  farms  for  seed  or  livestock 
feed  during  the  market  year.” 

Senator  Hickenlooper.  What  is  that  figure? 

Senator  Anderson.  170  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  The  170  million  that  you  speak  of  there,  I  believe, 
are  exempted  from  marketing  quotas  as  such. 

Senator  Anderson.  Why? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  what  you  were  reading,  marketing  quotas 
provisions.  In  determining  the  requirements  on  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  this  is  not  deducted - 

Senator  Anderson.  We  went  all  over  that  just  a  minute  ago.  There 
are  two  sets  of  figures  to  be  used.  We  have  used  the  set  of  figures  that 
produces  the  requirement  for  marketing  quotas.  Now,  having  had 
the  marketing  quotas  established,  we  now  come  to  the  set  of  figures 
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that  you  use  in  making  the  acreage  allotments.  In  that  do  you 
have  to  take  off  feed  and  seed  ?  Is  that  not  correct,  Mr.  Bagwell  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Senator  Anderson  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
computed  in  the  manner  which  you  have  just  indicated,  but  since  the 
passage  of  Public  Law  74,  which  was  in  the  77th  Congress,  we  have 
never  set  a  national  marketing  quota  in  bushels,  because  the  Congress 
put  quotas  on  what  we  call  the  farm  marketing  excess  basis,  and  the 
national  quota  is  the  total  production  from  the  acreage  allotment. 
Therefore,  we  regard  the  provision  which  you  referred  to  there,  sec¬ 
tion  335  (b),  as  having  been  superseded  and  included  it  in  the  com¬ 
pilation  only  for  the  reason  that  the  Congress  has  never  repealed  it. 
Public  Law  74  says  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  the  act 
you  do  it  this  way.  Therefore  we  have  never  proclaimed  a  national 
marketing  quota  in  terms  of  bushels  under  that  provision,  which  would 
have  required  us  to  make  these  deductions.  The  reason  for  that  was, 
as  you  may  recall,  when  the  law  was  first  passed,  we  set  the  acreage 
allotment  in  July  for  the  crop  that  was  to  be  seeded  shortly  thereafter 
and  harvested  the  following  year,  but  we  did  not  decide  whether  to 
have  quotas  until  the  crop  was  almost  ready  for  harvest. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Bagwell,  did  you  not  know  that  the  alloca¬ 
tions,  the  goals  set  last  year,  would  produce  an  excessively  large 
amount  of  wheat? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Oh,  yes,  I  presume  so. 

The  Chairman.  Didn’t  anyone  in  the  Department  know  that? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Oh,  yes. 

Senator  Anderson.  Regardless  of  what  you  are  saying  here,  if  you 
had  deducted  what  the  law  requires  here — and  I  may  say  that  there 
may  be  a  conflict,  and  that  is  why  I  said  there  are  two  alternatives — 
if  you  had  followed  the  law  strictly,  I  think  you  would  come  out  with 
54  million  acres.  The  goal  of  the  Department  was  77  million  acres. 

If  you  did  not  take  off  the  feed  and  seed  wheat,  the  requirement  was 
65  million  acres,  and  the  goal  of  the  Department  was  77  million  acres. 
In  other  words,  the  Department  asked  for  12  million  acres  more  than 
it  knew  it  could  use,  and  12  million  acres  at  15  bushels  to  the  acre  is 
180  million  bushels  that  you  got  in  your  surplus  that  you  knew  you 
were  going  to  have  there. 

Mr.  Walker.  Senator  Anderson,  you  speak  of  the  productive  goal 
established  by  the  Department? 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Walker.  It  was  72  million  acres. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  1952  goal? 

Mr.  Walker.  Excuse  me.  I  thought  you  were  talking  about  the 
1953  crop. 

Senator  Anderson.  No,  the  1952  goal.  That  is  what  you  used  in 
connection  with  this.  The  1952  goal,  77,187,000  acres. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  actual  1952  planted  was  78,200,000.  So  I 
am  saying  to  you  that  78,200,000  contrasted  to  54,100,000  that  we  were 
going  to  need  under  the  law,  gave  us  24,100,000  extra  acres  of  wheat, 
and,  applying  only  the  15  million  bushels,  which  is  below  what  it 
actually  is,  the  actual  1952  was  18.3  bushels. 

We  had  24  million  acres  that  we  did  not  need  that  produced  18 
times  24.  That  gave  you  432  million  extra  bushels  of  wheat.  If  we 
had  not  had  those  extra  432  million  bushels  of  wheat  the  wheat  farm- 
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ers  of  this  country  would  not  be  facing  this  drastic  cut  that  Senator 
Carlson  mentioned. 

I  am  not  trying  to  blame  you  or  criticize  you  for  it.  As  a  result  of 
this  administrative  decision  not  to  have  quotas  in  1952  for  a  1953  crop 
gave  us  400  million  bushels  of  wheat  that  we  had  not  a  market  for. 

The  Chairman.  Was  a  particular  effort  made  to  avoid  wheat  quotas 
last  year  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  wheat  quotas  were  called  off  under  the  emer¬ 
gency  provisions  oi  the  Act. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  emergency  was  there  that  required  the 
production  of  450  million  bushels  that  the  farmer  could  not  possibly 
sell  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  was  merely  pointing  to  the  authority  in  the  law. 
The  factual  statement  was  in  the  docket. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  it  is.  The  factual  statement  is  in  the 
docket.  It  says  that  you  made  studies  and  determinations.  That  is 
why  I  sent  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a  letter  to  see  what  was  in 
the  record  that  would  indicate  what  those  determinations  were. 

You  say  the  records  contain  a  statement  of  economic  justification 
which  was  submitted  in  support  of  the  proclamation,  including  the 
accompanying  memoranda  from  the  Production  and  Marketing  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Department. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  was  not  published.  As  you  recall,  it  is  not 
required  to  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  It  is  in  the  docket. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  what  I  asked  for  in  my  letter  and  the 
letter  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  said  those  things  existed. 
But  they  could  have  been  supplied,  also. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  They  exist.  I  saw  them. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  know  they  exist. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  for  clarification  to  ask  Mr.  Bagwell: 
Who  determined  the  existence  of  an  emergency  which  necessitated  the 
overproduction  of  the  wheat  crop? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Section  371  (b)  under  which  this  action  is  taken 
requires  an  investigation,  and  that - 

The  Chairman.  Who  determined  the  emergency? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  Secretary.  The  law  requires  the  Secretary  to 
make  that  determination  on  the  basis  of  his  investigation. 

The  Chairman.  You  mean  the  law  required  him  to  find  an  emer¬ 
gency  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  No,  sir;  oh,  no. 

Senator  Mundt.  Permits  him. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  right — permits  him.  Permits  him  to  suspend 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  if,  after  investigation,  he  finds  there  is 
an  emergency  condition. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Bagwell,  that  is  exactly  why  I  wrote  the 
Department.  I  wanted  to  know  who  made  the  investigation.  Do  you 
happen  to  know  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  do  not  know  who  made  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  It  would  come  out  with  exactly  the  figures  that 
I  have  used.  Every  figure  I  have  is  taken  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture’s  statistics  that  were  available  at  that  time. 

Those  figures  indicated  we  needed  54  million  acres,  and  on  the  basis 
of  that,  the  Department  proclaimed  a  goal  of  77  million  acres.  The 
reason  I  am  interested  in  this — I  have  been  interested  in  it  for  a  long 
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time,  but  the  Senator  from  Kansas,  the  distinguished  Senator  Carl¬ 
son,  in  his  statement  this  morning,  said  that  the  acreage  allotments 
and  quotas  should  have  been  set  last  year  for  this  year’s  crop. 

I  have  tried  to  supply  the  figures  that  prove  the  correctness  of  that 
statement. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Anderson,  Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Bagwell 
were  keymen  in  this  grain  branch  last  year.  I  suggest  that  we  ask 
them  if  they  made  the  investigation  which  resulted  in  the  finding  of 
an  emergency,  or  had  any  part  in  it. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  am  in  the  Solicitor’s  office. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  assisted  in  the  studies  and  the  investigation. 

The  Chairman.  You  found  there  was  an  emergency? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  work  that  was  done  in  conducting  the  studies  to 
determine  what  the  situation  was,  as  I  recall,  indicated  that  for  some 
2  or  3  years  we  were  going  down  on  our  reserve  supplies.  In  fact 
at  the  time  the  docket  was  submitted  an  estimate  was  made  at  that 
time  that  the  carryover  of  wheat  on  July  1, 1952,  would  be  248  million 
bushels. 

It  turned  out  to  be  256  million. 

The  Chairman.  What  was  that  figure  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  256  million  bushels. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  carryover  was  how  much?  . 

Mr.  Walker.  It  was  estimated  at  248  million  bushels,  but  it  actually 
turned  out  to  be  256  million.  I  believe  that  is  a  correct  figure. 

The  Chairman.  Who  asked  you  to  make  the  investigation  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  Secretary. 

The  Chairman.  The  Secretary  himself  asked  you  to  make  it? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  Secretary - 

The  Chairman.  It  did  not  go  through  channels  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Those  are  all  decisions  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

The  Chairman.  He  asked  you  himself  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Well,  I  do  not- - 

Mr.  Gordon.  Did  he  ask  you  through  channels  or  not  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Through  channels,  certainly. 

The  Chairman.  What  were  the  channels? 

Mr.  Walker.  It  goes  down  through  the  PMA  Administrator,  to  the 
grain  branch. 

The  Chairman.  Who  is  director  of  the  grain  branch  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Watson. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Watson? 

Mr.  Walker.  He  was  the  director.  He  no  longer  is. 

The  Chairman.  Who  is  the  PMA  Administrator  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  At  that  time? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Gus  Geissler. 

The  Chairman.  Who  was  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Brannan. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  all. 

Senator  Young.  May  I  ask  a  question? 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Anderson  has  a  question.  Will  it  inter¬ 
fere  with  your  continuity  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  No.  I  want  to  find  out  if  you  are  taking  the 
figures  into  consideration  when  you  contemplate  what  is  going  to  come 
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on  in  1953.  As  I  understand,  you  are  about  to  testify  in  behalf  of 
legislation  .that  will  greatly  increase  the  amount  of  wheat  we  are  going 
to  have  this  year  over  what  the  law  requires.  I  would  like  to  go  into 
those  figures. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Let’s  hold  the  decision  on  that  until  we  get  to  the  last 
page  of  my  testimony,  if  you  do  not  mind,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Young? 

Senator  Young.  I  want  to  make  this  observation,  and  ask  a  question. 
It  is  true  that  the  wheat  farmers  of  the  Nation  would  have  been  better 
off  now  had  we  had  a  reduction  in  the  wheat  acreage  last  year. 

I  am  wondering,  however,  what  would  have  happened  if  we  had 
found  ourselves  with  a  poor  crop  year,  less  wheat,  and  a  spread  of  the 
Korean  war  which  was  possible  then  and  is  possible  now.  What  would 
our  situation  be  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  was  a  further  statement  that  I  wanted  to  make, 
Senator.  At  the  time  these  studies  were  made  on  the  wheat  situation, 
we  were  in  open  warfare  in  Korea. 

The  Chairman.  Police  action,  officially. 

Mr.  Walker.  Excuse  me. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  open  warfare  has  been  definitely,  fre¬ 
quently,  and  decisively  denied. 

Mi*.  Walker.  We  were  in  hostilities.  The  whole  international  sit¬ 
uation  was  such  that  the  Secretary  himself,  in  making  his  decision 
not  to  have  the  acreage  allotments  on  the  1953  crop  of  wheat,  took 
into  account  the  possibility  that  this  international  situation  might 
break  open  and  there  was  a  need  for  building  up  reserve  supplies. 

Remember,  those  reserves  had  declined  to  two  hundred  and  fifty-odd 
million  bushels.  Because  of  the  international  situation,  and  because 
of  his  responsibility  under  the  emergency  provisions  of  section  371  (b) , 
it  was  the  Secretary’s  decision,  and  he  made  it  himself,  that  no  acreage 
allotments  or  marketing  quotas  would  be  proclaimed  on  the  1953  crop, 
even  though  we  were  in  a  marketing  quota  position. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Walker,  were  we  in  any  less  emergency  than  we 
were  the  year  before  ?  Last  year  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  would  not  say  that  we  were. 

The  Chairman.  Are  we  in  a  less  emergency  now  than  we  were  last 
year  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  We  have  huge  supplies  of  wheat.  I  do  not  believe 
we  could  say  we  have  any  national  emergency  with  respect  to  wheat 
under  any  consideration. 

The  Chairman.  The  world  situation,  as  you  see  it,  is  it  such  as  to 
warrant  any  change  from  the  action  we  took  last  year? 

Mr.  Walker.  In  my  opinion,  it  was  a  mistake  to  have  called  off 
acreage  allotments  in  1951.  If  we  had  gone  through  with  acreage 
allotments,  as  Senator  Anderson  said,  as  provided  by  law,  we  would 
not  have  had  this  situation  as  it  is  now.  But  allotments  were  called 
off. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  could  not  agree  with  you  more.  The  only 
thing  that  I  am  trying  to  get  to  is  we  are  not  going  to  help  it  by  now 
plunging  the  farmer  into  more  trouble  because  the  presence  of  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  bushels  of  wheat  overhanging  the  market  cannot 
do  anything  but  cause  trouble  for  the  American  farmer  in  my  opinion. 

So  I  want  to  go  to  1953.  I  have  here  a  publication  called  the 
Wheat  Situation,  BAE — Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics — report 
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for  June  1953,  which  is  marked  for  release  June  25,  a.  m.  That  is 
today.  So  this  is  the  latest  that  you  can  possibly  have,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  normal  supply  as  given  in  this  publication, 
I  am  trying  to  figure  now  the  need  for  marketing  quotas,  is  670  million 
bushels.  You  must  have  a  copy  of  this  probably  with  you. 

Mr.  Walker.  Not  with  me. 

Senator  Anderson.  It  is  all  here,  670  million  bushels  for  1953. 
The  exports  are  listed  in  this  publication  for  1953-54  as  315  million 
bushels.  That  makes  985  million  bushels  plus  15  percent  carryover 
allowance;  148  million  bushels,  or  1,133,000,000  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  For  normal  supplies. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  right.  Plus  20  percent  for  housekeep¬ 
ing,  227  million  bushels,  makes  a  total  of  1,360,000,000  bushels  that  we 
may  need.  The  supply  picture  is,  carryover  estimated  July  1,  1953, 
580  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  Plus  production  in  1953,  now  estimated  at 
1,132,000,000  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  Plus  imports  of  5  million.  The  only  way  you 
can  get  that  is  because  you  have  a  total  figure  of  supply  of  1,117,000,000 
bushels.  Or  a  total  supply  of  1,717,000,000  bushels. 

That  is  the  figure  you  carry  that  is  1,717,000,000  bushels  so  you  know 
that  if  the  total  supply  is  1,717,000,000  bushels,  and  the  need  is  1,316,- 
000,000,  that  we  will  have  to  have  acreage  allotments.  That  would 
dispose  of  that  question  would  it  not? 

Mr.  W  alker.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  10-year  average  consumption  is  715  million 
bushels.  Plus  the  average  of  10  years  on  exports,  360  million  bushels. 
That  makes  a  total  of  1,075,000,000  bushels.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  Thirty  percent  of  that  is  323,000,000  bushels. 

Mi'.  Walker.  Acreage  allotment  provisions  call  for  that. 

Senator  Anderson.  Less  the  carryover  of  732  million  bushels  esti¬ 
mated  for  July  1,  1954.  Right? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  am  with  you,  but  I  do  not  quite  agree  with  that 
carryover  figure. 

Senator  Anderson.  Take  the  figure  that  you  have  given  here  of 
1,717,000,000  bushels  and  subtract  from  it  all  you  expect  to  use  and  all 
you  expect  to  export,  carrying  these  items,  and  it  comes  out  to  732. 

Mr.  Walker.  Could  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  670 
is  for  the  1952 - 

Senator  Anderson.  Does  wheat  consumption  vary  much  in  this 
country? 

Mr.  Walker.  Feed  fluctuates  up  and  down. 

Senator  Anderson.  If  you  take  a  20-year  average,  would  it  not  move 
along  on  a  line  pretty  near  as  straight  as  you  can  make  it. 

Mr.  Walker.  About  700  million. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  would  not  worry  me  a  great  deal.  Six 
hundred  and  seventy  was  the  figure.  It  may  be  this  year.  It  has  been 
staying  at  around  that  figure.  So  that  actual  production  needed  is 
666  million  bushels. 

Mr.  Walker.  You  are  not  far  off. 
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Senator  Anderson.  The  average  yield  being  15  bushels  to  the  acre, 
the  average  acreage  allotment  is  44  million  acres.  Is  that  what  we 
would  have  to  allot,  44  million  acres?  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
is  what  we  need  to  bear  in  mind.  When  they  start  talking  about 
allotting  65  million  acres,  as  this  report  may  do - 

Senator  Mundt.  Sixty-two  million. 

Senator  Anderson.  As  against  44  million,  you  are  only  asking  to 
take  another  20  million  acres  and  add  300  million  more  bushels  to 
the  carryover,  thereby  trying  to  sink  the  farmer  deeper  and  deeper 
into  trouble. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Mundt? 

Senator  Mundt.  The  international  situation  being  what  it  is, 
wouldn’t  that  give  some  justification  for  planting  more  wheat  than 
if  we  were  at  peace  or  in  normal  conditions  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes;  except  I  would  say  it  was  that  interna¬ 
tional  situation  that  got  the  Department  off  last  year,  and  got  them 
into  a  production  of  400  million  bushels. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  have  to  consider  a  world  surplus,  too, 
at  the  present  time,  as  well  as  a  domestic  surplus. 

Senator  Anderson.  In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Gordon,  the  actual 
average  production  from  1941  to  1950  has  been  17.2  bushels  per  acre. 
Last  year  it  was  18.3  bushels  per  acre. 

So  if  you  divided  this  required  666  million  bushels  by  the  17-million 
figure,  you  would  come  to  less  than  40  million  acres  of  wdieat  required. 
Is  that  right  or  wrong  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  believe  you  must  be  using  yields  on  a  harvested 
basis. 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  have  here  figures  which  indicate  that  for  the  5-year 
period  1948-52,  average  yield  is  14.6  on  a  planted  basis.  The  10-year 
is  15.4. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  sure  your  own  publication  shows  it  is  17.2. 
However,  that  can  be  supplied  later  on.  I  can  bring  you  the  wheat 
situation,  your  own,  and  your  agricultural  statistics  book  from  which 
I  have  taken  the  figure  of  17.2. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct.  But  they  have  two  published  figures. 
One  is  on  a  harvested  basis  and  the  other  yield  is  on  a  planted  basis. 

Since  your  allotment  would  be  based  on  seeded  acreage  of  wheat, 
37ou  would  have  to  use  the  yield  based  upon  the  planted  acreage.  I 
believe  you  have  the  harvested  yields. 

Senator  Mundt.  What  would  you  get  if  you  divide  by  14? 

Senator  Anderson.  44  million  acres — 44.4  million  acres.  If  you 
take  this  section  of  the  law  that  Mr.  Bagwell  talked  about  a  minute 
ago,  they  say  feed  will  be  about  115  million  bushels  and  seed  90  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  Subtract  that.  That  is  66  million.  You  would  come 
out  way,  way  down  to  35  million  bushels  of  wheat  as  all  we  would 
actually  reauire. 

Senator  Young.  If  you  keep  on  figuring,  Senator  Anderson,  we 
won’t  have  to  plant  any  wheat  at  all  next  year. 

Senator  Anderson.  Let  me  say  that  what  he  said  is  just  about  right, 
that  you  are  going  to  carry  over  750  million  bushels  of  wheat  and  you 
will  only  use  about  670  million  bushels  of  wheat  in  the  country. 

We  have  export  requirements,  but  bear  in  mind  that  we  wrote  this 
law  a  long  time  ago,  and  we  have  brought  it  up  to  date  and  amended  it. 
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This  is  what  is  required.  While  I  would  never,  Senator  Young, 
recommend  a  quota  of  44  million  acres,  while  I  would  never  recommend 
going  below  the  55  million  acres  carried  in  the  present  law,  I  am  merely 
trying  to  point  out  that  the  minimum  set  by  the  present  law  is  going 
to  add  10  million  acres  of  wheat  more  than  we  need  to  produce  what 
we  actually  require  for  domestic  and  for  export. 

Senator  Young.  If  we  actually  get  down  to  44  million  acres  we 
would  probably  have  $5  or  $4  wheat  again.  That  would  be  good  for 
the  farmers  and  they  would  make  more  money  out  of  that  than  with 
the  production  at  the  present  time. 

Senator  Anderson.  Of  course,  they  would  make  more  money  out 
of  44  million  acres  than  out  of  70  million  acres. 

What  I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  get  down  to  a  realistic  figure  so  that 
the  farmer  will  make  money  out  of  his  wheat.  There  is  only  one 
reason  in  the  world  why  a  tobacco  allotment  is  so  valuable  in  the  to¬ 
bacco  country,  and  that  is  that  if  they  do  control  it  and  get  it  up  to 
where  a  man  gets  rich  by  just  a  small  strip  of  tobacco,  he  can  say,  “I 
have  a  tenth  of  an  acre  allotment,  that  is  pretty  good.” 

The  Chairman.  What  you  are  pointing  out,  the  inference  I  get  from 
that,  Senator  Anderson,  is  that  if  the  obvious  intent  of  the  Congress 
had  been  followed  last  year,  that  we  would  not  be  in  this  predicament 
now. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  have  been  trying  to  say  that  you  have  to  face 
up  to  these  things  some  time.  I  think  that  last  year  we  got  some  mil¬ 
lions  of  acres  of  wheat  more  than  we  needed,  and  that  producing  even 
15  bushels  per  acre  that  gave  us  the  300  million  bushels  extra. 

If  we  had  those  300  million  bushels  out  of  the  present  supply  situa¬ 
tion  we  would  not  have  to  be  putting  in  quotas  maybe  this  year,  and 
the  farmer  would  not  be  marketing  wheat,  at  mighty  good  prices.  I 
don’t  mind  the  wheat  farmer  getting  good  prices,  but  the  American 
consumer  is  not  any  better  off  by  dropping  down  to  44  million  bushels 
because  he  will  pay,  as  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  said,  $3  or  $4 
a  bushel  for  his  wheat. 

We  would  be  much  wiser  to  let  the  farmer  have  an  acreage  allotment 
of  55  million  acres,  and  maybe  some  more,  than  to  come  down  to  44 
million  acres. 

Senator  Young.  Senator  Byrd  told  me  awhile  back  that  if  the  apple 
producers  produced  120  million  boxes  of  apples  a  year  they  all  lose 
money.  If  they  produce  100  million  boxes  they  all  make  money. 

Senator  Anderson.  And  the  same  thing  applies  to  wheat  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  so  well  knows.  I  am  saying,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  thought  these  figures  ought  to  be  brought  out  early  so  that  we 
can  get  Mr.  Gordon’s  recommendations  on  each  one  of  the  things  in 
this  bill. 

I  think  this  bill  will  result  in  a  substantially  increased  wheat  acreage. 
I  think  when  you  raise  this  minimum  from  15  to  25  you  put  a  larger 
and  larger  proportion  of  the  program  where  it  is  not  subject  to  control, 
and  then  you  have  to  come  in  sometime  later  and  whack  the  very 
heart  out  of  the  regular  wheat  producer  in  States  like  North  Dakota 
and  Oklahoma  and  Kansas. 

I  want  to  take  an  awfully  good  look  at  that  before  I  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  There  have  been  some  people  from  those  States 
who  have  felt  about  as  you  seem  to,  Senator  Anderson.  Some  of  them 
I  understand  will  appear  before  the  committee  tomorrow  to  make 


22  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


their  apprehensions  known  to  the  committee.  That  is  as  I  understand 
it.  I  do  not  know  what  they  are  going  to  say. 

They  are  representatives  from  some  of  the  wheat  States  who  have 
asked  to  appear. 

Senator  Anderson.  Mr.  Gordon,  I  appreciate  your  tolerance  in 
letting  me  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  am  glad  to  have  you  bring  that  out.  To  be  specific, 
Senator  Anderson,  as  to  what  we  do  and  do  not  recommend,  I  want 
to  say  that  the  Department  recommends  without  reservation  these 
items  which  I  have  just  covered  and  am  about  to  cover,  down  to 
marketing  cpiotas  on  page  4. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  if  he 
would  tell  us  the  difference  between  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  bill 
and  your  own  recommendations  as  you  go  along. 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  made  these  same  recommendations  to  the  House 
committee.  They  appeared  in  the  original  bill,  but  these  particular 
items  were  changed  back  to  the  10-year  basis. 

The  Chairman.  Was  that  change  made  as  you  understand  it  because 
1  or  2  States  thought  there  would  be  particular  advantages  in  changing 
back  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  proceed? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Subsections  (d)  and  (f)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would 
place  the  acreage  reserve  for  new  wheat  farms  on  a  State  basis.  Under 
existing  wheat  legislation,  the  reserve  for  new  farms  is  fixed  at  not 
to  exceed  3  percent  of  the  county  allotment. 

On  the  basis  of  past  experience,  the  Department  has  found  that  such 
county  reserve  is  inadequate  in  many  of  the  counties  where  the  total 
acreage  seeded  to  wheat  is  relatively  small,  and  it  is  believed  that  a 
State  reserve  would  permit  more  flexibility  and  result  in  fairer  and 
more  equitable  new  farm  allotments. 

Enactment  of  the  bill  would  result  in  new  farm-reserve  acreages  on  a 
State  basis  for  all  the  basic  commodities  except  tobacco  and  peanuts, 
which  are  on  a  national  basis,  and  corn  for  which  there  are  no  pro¬ 
visions  for  new  farms. 

Senator  Muxiit.  Why  should  tobacco  and  peanuts  be  on  a  different 
basis  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  What  we  are  trying  to  say  is  that  they  all  ought  to  be 
on  the  same  basis. 

The  Chairman.  This  would  put  wheat  on  the  same  basis.  They  are 
not  included  in  this  bill,  Senator  Mundt. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  thought  they  would  still  be  on  a  different  basis 
from  tobacco  and  peanuts? 

Mr.  Gordon.  No.  This  would  bring  them - 

Senator  Anderson.  No,  it  would  not.  The  Senator  is  right. 

Mr.  Holm.  Senator,  you  asked  specifically  why  peanuts  and  tobacco 
were  on  a  national  basis.  I  think  for  the  same  basic  reason  that  the 
recommendation  is  made  here  to  move  it  from  a  county  to  State,  in 
order  to  provide  a  greater  flexibility  and  in  order  to  spread  the  burden 
to  whatever  extent  it  may  be  of  new  acreage  allotments  on  a  more 
equitable  basis  over  the  entire  group  of  old  producers. 

Senator  Mundt.  The  reason  you  do  not  put  wheat  on  the  same  basis, 
T  presume,  is  that  wheat  can  be  raised  any  place,  whereas  tobacco  and 
peanuts  can  just  be  raised  in  certain  geographical  areas. 
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Mr.  Holm.  They  are  more  restricted  in  their  area  of  production, 
jes. 

Mr.  Walker.  Generally,  where  you  need  a  new  farm  allotment  the 
most,  your  county  allotments  are  small.  Three  percent  of  a  small 
county  allotment  does  not  help  out  any  new  producers  that  should  be 
producing  wheat. 

Therefore,  if  you  move  this  reserve  to  State  level,  the  State  would 
be  in  position  to  allocate  to  the  small  county  more  than  3  percent  of  its 
own  allotments  for  new  farms. 

Senator  Mundt.  That  allocation  is  done  by  your  PMA  committee? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  That  would  protect  your  historical  wheat  acre¬ 
age  areas  as  the  State  or  the  county  units  in  that  State  were  deter¬ 
mined?  Would  it  not? 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Young.  And  it  would  help  you  take  care  of  some  other  odd 
situations.  For  example,  in  my  own  State  we  are  taking  now  about 
450,000  acres  of  productive  land  as  a  result  of  Garrison  Reservoir.  If 
you  leave  it  too  much  on  a  county  basis  some  counties  would  be  in  good 
shape  whereas  others  would  have  serious  problems.  If  you  put  it  on 
a  State-wide  basis  that  would  help  take  care  of  it. 

Mr.  Walker.  Were  these  farmers  to  move  out  to  other  areas  and  the 
farm  does  not  have  a  history,  he  could  make  application  for  a  new  farm 
allotment.  They  are  wheat  producers  and  should  get  it. 

Senator  Mundt.  Would  that  enable  the  PMA  committee  to  prevent 
the  thing  that  happens  in  South  Dakota  once  in  a  while  where  some 
rich  Southerner  comes  up  there,  not  from  New  Mexico,  but  Texas,  and 
takes  a  lot  of  our  land  that  should  be  left  to  pasture,  and  takes  a  one- 
shot  wheat  crop  to  try  to  make  a  killing. 

Would  you  be  able  to  control  that  and  stop  that  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  There  would  be  no  history  on  the  farm  ? 

Senator  Mundt.  No  history  on  wheat. 

Mr.  Walker.  They  would  be  able  to  control  it  here.  You  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  suitcase  farmer  ? 

Senator  Mundt.  That  is  right.  They  spoil  the  whole  countryside. 
They  would  take  bluegrass  land  and  kill  it. 

Mr.  Walker.  1  think  they  would  hesitate  to  give  a  man  like  that 
any  new  crop  allotment. 

Mr.  Holm.  Most  of  that  has  taken  place  during  the  period  when 
acreage  allotments  were  not  in  effect.  To  that  extent  this  would  have 
no  bearing. 

Senator  Mundt.  They  could  continue,  then  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  Not  while  allotments  are  on.  They  could  do 
that  while  there  were  no  allotments. 

Senator  Mundt.  When  you  say  history,  maybe  there  is  a  history. 
They  have  done  it  maybe  once  in  10  years. 

Would  that  give  them  a  history? 

Mr.  Walker.  They  have  to  have  a  history  for  the  last  3  years. 

Senator  Mundt.  Year  after  year? 

Mr.  Walker.  Any  one  of  the  last  3  years.  He  would  be  considered 
eligible  for  allotment  on  that  acreage. 

Senator  Eastland.  You  mean  1  year  in  3  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  To  be  classed  as  an  old  farm,  that  is  correct. 
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Mr.  Gordon.  To  answer  your  question  specifically,  Senator  Young, 
the  suggestions  made  up  to  this  particular  paragraph  which  I  have 
just  read,  were  not  adopted  by  the  House  committee,  but  this  section 
was,  and  the  succeeding  sections  here  that  I  will  read  now. 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  add  “the  past  acreage 
of  wheat”  as  an  additional  factor  to  be  considered  in  establishing 
farm  wheat  allotments.  In  the  administration  of  previous  programs 
the  “past  acreage  of  wheat”  has  been  used  to  reflect  the  factors  of 
tillable  acres,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography 
specified  in  the  act  for  establishing  farm  acreage  allotments. 

However,  it  is  considered  desirable  that  “past  acreage  of  wheat” 
be  given  specific  recognition  in  the  act,  which  would  be  comparable  to 
the  corresponding  provisions  applying  to  tobacco,  rice,  and  peanuts. 
That  was  used  in  the  House  report. 

Subsection  (g)  of  section  2  of  the  bill  would  limit  the  protection 
of  the  so-called  “Barden”  amendment  to  owners  of  wheat  farms 
acquired  in  1950  or  thereafter  by  the  United  States  for  national 
defense  purposes. 

As  originally  enacted  on  February  6,  1942,  the  provision  extended 
protection  to  owners  of  wheat  farms  so  acquired  in  1940  or  thereafter. 
The  Department  feels  that  owners  whose  farms  were  acquired  by  the 
Federal  Government  during  the  10-year  period,  1940  through  1949, 
have  either  received  the  benefits  of  the  Barden  amendment  as  origi- 
nallv  enacted  or  have  been  able  to  build  up  sufficient  wheat-producing 
historv  during  such  period  so  as  to  assure  themselves  of  fair  and  equi¬ 
table  treatment  when  acreage  allotments  are  in  effect. 

Also,  the  administration  of  the  provision  as  originally  enacted 
would  be  exceedingly  difficult  because  of  the  lack  of  adequate  records 
of  farming  operations  on  individual  farms  for  the  years  prior  to  1950. 
That  was  also  included  in  the  House  report. 

MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Section  3  of  the  bill  would  change  the  farm  bushelage  exemption 
from  marketing  quotas  from  200  bushels  to  400  bushels.  The  effect 
of  the  change  would  make  the  bushelage  exemption  comparable  to  the 
acreage  exemption  contained  in  section  4  (b)  of  the  bill. 

Senator  Anderson.  Does  the  Department  endorse  that  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Before  the  House  we  took  no  position  in  the  matter. 
We  tried  to  present  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  situation  so  as  to  give  as 
clear  a  picture  as  possible  for  the  committee  to  consider  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  Does  it  endorse  this  now? 

Mr.  Gordon.  In  this  particular  one  we  do  say  in  conclusion,  that 
we  believe  the  freeing  of  a  larger  group  from  marketing-quota  penal¬ 
ties  and  the  resulting  decrease  in  administrative  problems  make  this  a 
desirable  change. 

Senator  Young.  Would  you  say  it  should  be  at  20  acres  or  25? 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  dealing  with  the  200  and  400  bushels. 

Mr.  Gordon.  In  this  particular  one,  we  are  dealing  with  the  200  and 
400  bushels  which  ties  into  the  25.  Before  we  get  to  that  recom¬ 
mendation,  I  think  we  had  better  see  the  reasoning  back  of  it. 

Section  4  (b)  of  the  bill  would  change  the  farm-acreage  exemption 
from  marketing  quotas  from  15  acres  to  25  acres.  A  great  majority 
of  farmers  growing  25  acres  or  less  of  wheat  are  following  crop-rota- 
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tion  systems  involving  the  use  of  wheat  as  a  nurse  crop  in  the  seeding 
of  legumes  and  grasses. 

The  quantity  of  wheat  represented  by  such  producers  is  relatively 
small.  Therefore,  exempting  these  small  producers  from  marketing 
quotas  would  have  no  significant  effect  on  the  total  quantity  of  wheat 
produced  for  market,  and  would  permit  them  to  continue  their  normal 
cropping  operations  without  being  subjected  to  marketing  penalties. 

The  Chairman.  How  would  it  affect  the  price  these  small  growers 
would  receive  for  the  wheat?  Do  you  have  an  estimate  on  that? 
Would  they  be  eligible  for  price  supports? 

Mr.  Holm.  There  will  be  acreage  allotments  issued  to  all  of  them 
regardless  of  whether  they  are  above  or  below  the  25  acres.  They  will, 
to  the  extent  that  they  comply  with  those  acreage  allotments,  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

The  Chairman.  Does  that  mean  that  a  grower  who  had  been  rais¬ 
ing  15  acres  might  be  cut  to  11  or  12? 

Mr.  Holm.  He  would  take  his  proportionate  share  and  his  acreage 
allotment  would  represent  his  proportionate  share  of  the  cut. 

Senator  Young.  If  he  did  not  comply  he  would  not  be  under  any 
penalty  ? 

Mr.  Holm.  He  would  not  be  under  penalty  nor  would  he  be  eligible 
for  price  support. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  know  to  what  extent  these  small  growers 
of  10  or  15  acres  avail  themselves  of  the  price-support  program  today  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  In  the  Wheat  Belt  where  you  find  small  producers, 
you  will  find  the  participation  in  the  price-support  program  is  much 
higher  there  than  it  is  in  the  soft  red  wheat  area.  Take  Illinois, 
Indiana,  Ohio,  North  Carolina,  Virginia,  all  of  this  area  through  the 
East,  the  participation  in  price-support  programs  is  very  low  for  all 
farmers,  let  alone  the  small  producers. 

For  instance,  in  North  Carolina  it  is  very  seldom  that  they  ever  have 
more  than  5  percent  of  the  production  come  under  price  support. 

Even  in  the  State  of  Missouri  they  do  not  have  over  5,  '6,  or  7  percent 
of  their  production  that  comes  under  price  support. 

Senator  Young.  If  they  produced  over  25  acres  and  did  not  com¬ 
ply,  they  would  be  under  penalty  ? 

Mr.  Holm.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Young.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Eastland? 

Senator  Eastland.  Can  a  farmer  in  a  noncommercial  wheat  area, 
who  has  of  course  no  acreage  allotment,  can  he  grow  wheat  for  con¬ 
sumption  on  the  farm  and  for  livestock  feed? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  answer  to  that  question  is,  certainly  he  can  grow 
wheat  for  consumption  on  the  farm. 

Senator  Eastland.  And  feed  his  stock  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  But  if  he  should  plant  more  than  the  minimum  acre¬ 
age  he  would  be  subject  to  marketing  quotas,  if  you  have  them. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  point  is  if  he  produced  it  for  his  own  stock 
he  does  not  give  a  hoot  for  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  Walker.  Feeding  wheat  is  the  same  as  marketing  wheat  under 
the  law. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  mean  that  farmer  cannot  feed  wheat  to  the 
animals  on  his  own  place  without  asking  for  a  quota  ? 
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Mr.  Walker.  No,  we  do  not  mean  that.  Up  to  this  25-aei’e  mini¬ 
mum  we  are  talking  about,  he  can  do  anything  he  wants  to  with  the 
wheat.  If  lie  plants  more  than  that  and  does  not  have  an  allotment  to 
cover  the  acreage  he  would  be  subject  to  marketing  penalties. 

Senator  Anderson.  But  since  he  does  not.  market  what  does  he  care 
if  they  put  5,000  penalties  on  him?  Why  does  he  care?  He  is  not 
selling  a  bushel  of  it. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  law  defines  “market”  to  include  feeding. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  know.  Are  you  trying  to  tell  me  now  that, 
under  the  law  if  a  man  produces  some  bushels  of  wheat  to  feed  to  his 
own  chickens  that  you  have  a  right  to  go  in  there  and  penalize  him 
because  he  is  feeding  wheat  to  his  chickens? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Unless  lie  stays  within  the  15-acre  minimum.  If  he 
has  no  allotment  or  a  small  allotment  and  plants  more  than  15  acres 
the  law  compels  us  to  go  after  him  for  the  penalty.  The  reason  for 
this  is  that  a  large  percentage — I  do  not  know  what  it  is,  15  percent, 
perhaps — is  normally  fed  on  the  farm.  The  law  intended  to  catch  that 
as  well  as  the  85  that  goes  into  market  channels.  For  that  reason  the 
law  defines  “market”  to  include  feeding  on  the  farm. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  penalty  would  you  put  on  this  man,  now 
that  you  have  a  penalty  on  him? 

You  can  say  that  he  cannot  sell  it  for  so  much.  You  cannot  get  the 
money  out  of  him,  can  you,  for  feeding  his  own  wheat  to  his  own 
animals? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  If  he  exceeds  15  acres,  which  is  the  maximum  exemp¬ 
tion,  and  he  has  no  allotment,  then  his  excess  acreage  is  the  total 
acreage  that  he  planted,  and  the  penalty  is  the  rate  multiplied  by  the 
normal  yield  of  such  acreage. 

Senator  Anderson.  How  do  you  get  to  the  penalty  when  lie  sells 
his  wheat  or  lie  does  not  sell  his  wheat  ?  How  do  you  get  to  the 
penalty  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  law  says  that  until  the  penalty  on  the  excess  is 
paid  or  the  excess  is  stored,  or  in  the  very  unusual  situation,  as  the 
law  provides  until  he  donates  it  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  then 
every  bushel  marketed  from  the  farm  would  be  subject  to  the  penalty. 

Senator  Anderson.  Of  wheat  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Anderson.  But  he  does  not  market  wheat.  That  is  what 
I  am  trying  to  tell  you.  You  have  no  enforcement  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Gordon.  You  are  saying  it  becomes  very  academic. 

Senator  Anderson.  Of  course  it  is. 

Senator  Sciioepi’el.  In  other  words,  there  is  no  punitive  element  in 
this,  so  that  a  man  could  go  out  and  be  penalized  and  forced  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money  to  somebody,  or  completely  take  it  out  of  production,, 
to  be  used  for  feed  or  for  some  other  use  on  the  farm. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  He  would  be  obligated  to  pay  the  Government  the 
penalty  on  his  excess.  And  of  course  he  could  be  sued  for  it. 

Senator  Mundt.  Pay  the  Government  what? 

Senator  Schoeppel.  Nowt  I  am  interested. 

The  Chairman.  Would  this  great  shift  in  livestock  production 
which  is  taking  place  in  the  country,  does  it  mean  that  the  livestock 
producers  who  move  from  the  Southwest  part  of  the  country  to  the 
Southeast  part  of  the  country  would  be  permitted  to  raise  grain  to 
feed  their  own  livestock  without  paying  a  large  penalty  under  it? 
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Would  it  prevent  them  moving  them  at  all  if  they  cannot  raise  feed  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  They  would  be  in  the  same  situation  as  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  in  Kansas  or  in  North  Dakota.  You  must  plant  within  the  15- 
acre  exemption,  or  the  allotment,  if  larger. 

Senator  Eastland.  A  wheat  farmer  in  North  Dakota  is  in  a  com¬ 
mercial  area  to  get  a  price  support. 

Senator  Young.  There  is  no  commercial  area. 

The  Chairman.  Commercial  growers. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yon  are  thinking  of  corn. 

Senator  Eastland.  That  is  right.  Suppose  there  is  a  farm  in  the 
Southeast  that  has  an  acreage  allotment  of  100  acres  of  cotton.  He 
also  has  cattle.  He  wants  to  raise,  to  feed  his  cattle,  100  acres  of 
wheat.  He  plants  100  acres  of  wheat.  Under  the  law  that  100-acre 
cotton  allotment  is  allotted  acreage  for  that  farm.  When  he  plants 
100  acres  of  wheat,  wouldn’t  that  be  deducted  from  his  cotton  acreage? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  As  you  recall.  Senator,  the  cotton  allotment  is  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  basis  of  cropland  and  certain  acreages  are  deducted  be¬ 
fore  you  determine  what  his  cropland  is  for  allotment  purposes. 

Wheat  is  one  of  them. 

Senator  Eastland.  That  hundred  acres  of  wheat  would  be  the  pen¬ 
alty.  It  would  be  deducted  from  the  cotton  acreage  allotment  of  the 
farm. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  hope  you  do  not  get  that  into  the  record  and 
let  it  stand  unchallenged. 

Senator  Eastland.  Is  it?  That  is  a  question  I  asked.  I  am  not 
making  a  statement.  I  want  information. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  had  1,500  turkeys  put  in  to  keep  down  grass¬ 
hoppers  on  my  place.  I  planted  wheat  which  I  am  going  to  feed  to 
those  turkeys.  Tell  me  how  you  are  going  to  put  penalties  on  me 
when  I  market  those  turkeys.  Tell  me  the  provision  of  the  law  you 
are  going  to  use. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  might  read  the  provision  of  the  law.  It  is  on 
page  45  of  the  compilation. 

The  Chairman.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  might  say  that  corn  is  different  because  there  is 
a  commercial  corn-producing  area.  You  can  grow  corn  in  the  South, 
for  example,  where  the  States  are  not  in  the  commercial  area,  with¬ 
out  being  subject  to  quotas.  Wheat  quotas  are  on  a  nationwide  basis. 
There  are  no  exempt  areas.  There  are  only  exempt  farms.  The  law 
says  that - 

Senator  Anderson.  What  section? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Page  45. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  section? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Paragraph  4 : 

Until  the  producers  on  any  farm  store,  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  or  pay  the 
penalty  on,  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  any  crop  of  corn  or  wheat,  the  entire 
crop  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  be,  produced  on  the  farm  shall  be  subject 
to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

Senatgr  Young.  You  are  talking  about  farm  marketing  excess. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  right.  A  farmer  who  has  no  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  who  plants  in  excess  of  the  15  acre  minimum,  every  acre 
on  his  farm  is  excess. 

Senator  Young.  It  says  if  he  markets  more.  But  if  he  does  not 
market  more  grain,  that  is  Senator  Anderson’s  question. 
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Senator  Eastland.  When  he  feeds  it  to  his  livestock  and  sells  the 
livestock  is  he  marketing  the  grain  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  right.  The  statute  defines  market  to  include 
feeding  on  the  farm. 

Senator  Eastland.  The  Department  is  getting  out  letters  to  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  asking  them  if  they  desire  a  wheat  allotment  na¬ 
tionally,  and  that  if  they  do  get  a  wheat  allotment  it  will  be  deducted 
from  the  acreage  that  that  farmer  can  plant  in  cotton. 

I  want  an  answer,  if  you  please,  to  this  question :  suppose  a  farmer 
has  an  allotment  for  100  acres  of  cotton.  The  farmer  would  also  like 
to  grow  100  acres  of  wheat  to  feed  his  cattle  for  market. 

Suppose  he  did  that. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  May  I  lead  from  the  next  page — 46? 

Senator  Eastland.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Paragraph  8 : 

Until  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  corn  or  wheat,  as  the  case  may  he,  is 
stored  or  delivered  to  the  Secretary  or  the  penalty  thereon  is  paid,  each  bushel 
of  the  commodity  produced  on  the  farm  which  is  sold  by  the  producer  to  any 
person  within  the  United  States  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  as  specified  in 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  resolution. 

Let  me  go  back  to  the  definitions  and  see  how  the  term  “market”  is 
defined.  That  is  where  you  get  the  answer  to  whether  or  not  the 
penalty  applies  to  wheat  fed  on  the  farm. 

On  page  23  of  the  compilation,  the  term  “market”  is  defined. 

Senator  Anderson.  “Each  bushel  produced  on  the  farm  which  is 
sold,”  you  said. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  Not  marketed,  but  sold  by  the  producer? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  is  marketing  as  we  interpret  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  sorry.  It  says  “sold  by  the  producer.” 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Let  me  read  the  term  “market” : 

Market  in  the  case  of — 

Senator  Anderson.  Where  are  you  reading? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Paragraph  6,  page  23 : 

“Market,”  in  the  case  of  corn,  cotton,  rice,  tobacco  and  wheat,  means  to  dis¬ 
pose  of,  in  raw  or  processed  form,  by  voluntary  or  involuntary  sale,  barter,  or 
exchange,  or  by  gift,  inter  vivos,  and,  in  the  case  of  corn  and  wheat  by  feeding 
(in  any  form)  to  poultry  or  livestock  which,  or  the  products  of  which,  are  sold, 
bartered  or  exchanged,  or  to  be  so  disposed  of  *  *  *. 

Then  there  is  an  exception. 

Senator  Eastland.  He  can  grow  corn  for  that  purpose  hut  he  can¬ 
not  grow  wheat  for  that  purpose  under  the  law. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Outside  the  commercial  area. 

Senator  Eastland.  That  is  right.  I  want  an  answer  to  this :  Sup¬ 
pose  he  grows  that  100  acres  of  wheat.  What  would  that  do  to  his 
100-acre  cotton  allowance  on  that  farm  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Is  the  100  acres  of  wheat  covered  by  an  acreage 
allotment  ? 

Senator  Eastland.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Walker.  Then  if  it  is  not  covered  by  an  acreage  allotment - 

Senator  Eastland.  He  has  no  acreage  allotment. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  will  not  affect  his  cotton  allotment,  will  it? 

Senator  Eastland.  You  are  getting  out  letters  to  that  effect. 
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Mr.  Walker.  That  is  news  to  me,  if  they  are  getting  out  letters  like 
that. 

Senator  Eastland.  They  certainly  are. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  have  not  seen  letters  like  that. 

Senator  Eastland.  I  got  one. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  raises  a  strong  suspicion  that  they  are 
going  out.  It  seems  to  me  we  went  into  this  very  carefully  at  one 
time  in  the  Department.  The  word  “sold”  is  used  in  one  place.  Then 
if  yon  go  back  and  say  that  he  markets  it  some  place  else  and  then 
find  out  what  “marketing”  means,  eventually  you  can  get  around  to 
where  you  can  control  the  American  farmer,  if  that  is  the  purpose  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

I  do  not  think  that  should  be  the  purpose. 

Senator  Young.  May  I  ask  a  question?  Were  there  any  prosecu¬ 
tions  in  the  past  when  we  had  acreage  allotments  and  quotas  covering 
the  question  Senator  Anderson  asked  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Oh,  yes. 

Senator  Anderson.  When  the  farmer  has  been  selling  wheat  in 
addition  to  consuming  it,  you  give  him  an  illustration  of  where  the 
farmer  had  grown  wheat  and  consumed  it  on  his  place,  and  the  prose¬ 
cution,  and  what  the  result  was. 

Do  you  have  that  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  do  not  think  the  term  “prosecution”  appropriate. 
That  implies  some  criminal  action.  You  mean  he  was  sued  for  the 
penalty  ? 

Senator  Young.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  We  have  a  number  of  cases  of  course  where  we  sued. 

Senator  Anderson.  Where  the  wheat  was  solely  consumed  and  did 
not  sell  one  bushel  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  way  the  law  is  written,  we  do  not  need  to  prove 
marketing  at  all.  All  we  need  to  do  is  to  go  into  court  and  show 
what  his  allotment  was  and  what  his  planted  acreage  was,  and  then 
if  his  planted  acreage  was  in  excess  of  his  allotted  acreage  we  compute 
what  is  called  a  “farm  marketing  excess”  by  multiplying  the  excess 
acreage  by  his  normal  yield,  and  that  is  what  he  owes  a  penalty  on. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  do  you  do  about  collecting  it? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  We  go  into  court  if  the  farmer  will  not  pay  volun¬ 
tarily. 

Senator  Eastland.  Get  a  judgment  against  him? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Mundt.  Did  you  get  a  judgment  like  that? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Mundt.  Collect  it  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  sir.  I  am  not  trying  to  argue  what  the  law 
should  be.  But  that  is  what  the  law  now  provides.  That  went  to 
the  Supreme  Court. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  is  the  citation? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Wichard  v.  Filbum. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  are  sure  this  covers  a  farm  where  the 
farmer  did  not  attempt  to  sell  any  of  the  product  himself? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  It  is  on  page  17  of  the  compilation,  Wichard  v. 
Filbum  (317  U.  S.,  111).  That  went  to  the  Supreme  Court  on  the 
question  of  whether  that  was  constitutional  or  not. 
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The  Court  held  that  it  was.  That  was  a  decision  in  connection 
with  marketing  quotas  in  1941.  We  have  only  had  marketing  quotas 
2  years — 1941  and  1942. 

Senator  Anderson.  Was  the  case  of  Wickard  versus  Filburn  the 
one  where  the  farmer  had  not  attempted  to  sell  wheat  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  The  court  specifically  passed  on  the  question  of  feed¬ 
ing  on  the  farm. 

Senator  Anderson.  Was  that  a  case  where  the  farmer  did  not  sell 
any  wheat? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  have  forgotten  the  exact  facts,  Senator.  Filburn 
was  a  small  farmer  in  Ohio,  and  he  fed  some  wheat  on  the  farm.  I 
do  not  recall  the  details.  The  facts  of  course  are  stated  in  the  report. 
I  have  not  read  the  case  recently. 

Senator  Eastland.  Suppose  that  a  farmer  without  an  allotment 
has  several  acres  in  wheat.  Suppose  the  farmer  grinds  his  own  wheat 
to  make  his  own  flour.  Would  that  farmer  be  in  violation? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  He  is  in  violation  the  minute  he - 

Senator  Eastland.  Wait  a  minute.  That  is,  provided  the  flour  is 
consumed  on  the  farm.  That  has  been  widely  done  in  areas  that  I 
come  from. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  does  not  make  any  difference  under  the  law. 
You  see,  the  law  is  designed  to  catch - 

Senator  Eastland.  What  is  the  law?  That  is  what  I  want  to 
know.  Would  he  be  in  violation? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  he  would,  if  he  plants  over  the  15  acres,  or  over 
his  allotment  if  his  allotment  is  more  than  15  acres. 

Senator  Eastland.  When  was  that  statute  changed? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  That  statute  is  Public  Law  74,  which  was  passed  by 
the  77th  Congress.  That  would  have  been  about  1941. 

Senator  Eastland.  I  knew  in  1938  and  1939  he  could  do  that. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Yes,  sir.  The  law  was  amended  by  Public  Law  74, 
of  the  77th  Congress. 

Senator  Mundt.  It  must  have  been  amended  to  deal  specifically 
with  the  kind  of  question  the  Senator  raises. 

Mr.  Bagavell.  It  Avas.  It  Avas  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  feeding 
on  the  farm.  Mr.  Walker  can  check  me  on  this.  My  understanding 
is  that  approximately  15  percent  of  the  Avheat  in  this  country  is  nor¬ 
mally  consumed  on  the  farm. 

Senator  Mundt.  Whoever  sponsored  that  amendment  or  supported 
it  must  have  done  so  on  the  basis  of  the  theory  there  was  so  much 
feeding  on  the  farm  it  Avas  Aritiating  the  effect  of  the  Avhole  law. 

Mr.  Bagavell.  The  theory  of  it  Avas  that  if  you  do  not  control  the 
15  percent  you  virtually  ruiu  the  program.  That  is  the  theory.  I 
am  not  arguing  the  merits  of  the  law. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Gordon,  we  expect  to  be  called  to  vote  in  the 
Senate  any  minute  now.  I  think  we  will  have  to  wind  up.  I  have 
a  small  subcommittee  appointed  to  thresh  this  Avhole  matter  out.  It 
is  well  to  knoAv  these  pitfalls  before  we  fall  into  them.  Do  you  want 
to  go  on,  Mr.  Gordon  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes.  The  Department  is  concerned  over  the  disrup¬ 
tions  in  crop  rotations,  land  use  practices,  and  farming  patterns 
caused  by  the  imposition  of  production  controls.  At  the  same  time, 
there  Avould  be  no  impairment  of  the  privilege  of  these  small  farmers 
of  obtaining  price  support  if  they  choose  to  comply  with  their  acreage 
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allotments.  In  addition,  the  decrease  in  the  number  of  farmers  sub¬ 
ject  to  marketing  controls  would  result  in  considerable  administra¬ 
tive  economies.  The  proposed  change  in  the  law — I  think  this  is  the 
thing  that  you  folks  want  to  look  at — increasing  the  exemption  level 
from  marketing  quotas  from  15  acres  or  200  bushels  to  25  acres  or  400 
bushels,  would  increase  the  percentage  of  exempt  wheat  farms  from 
an  estimated  51.6  percent  to  64.8  percent,  or  by  13.2  percent.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  percentage  of  total  acreage  so  affected  would  be  in¬ 
creased  from  9.5  percent  to  16.5  percent,  or  only  by  7  percent.  On  the 
basis  of  a  5-year  average  acreage  and  production  applied  against  the 
1950  distribution  of  allotments,  it  is  estimated  that  12.2  percent  of  the 
production  is  currently  exempt  from  marketing  quotas  and  that  under 
the  proposed  minimum  this  exemption  would  be  increased  to  20.5 
percent. 

It  would  be  erroneous  to  assume  that  no  reduction  in  acreage  would 
be  made  by  the  producers  so  exempted.  Acreage  allotments  would  be 
established  for  farms  under  25  acres  regardless  of  the  exemptions; 
from  marketing  quotas.  Compliance  with  such  allotments  would  be 
prerequisite  to  eligibility  for  price  support. 

One  effect  of  this  change  would  be  to  offer  64.8  percent  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  small  wheat  producers  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  own 
initiative  and  judgment  as  to  whether  the  benefits  of  price  support; 
justify  the  disruption  to  their  farming  program  which  would  be 
caused  by  compliance  with  acreage  allotments.  Since  only  20.5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  production  is  involved  and  past  experience  indicates 
a  relatively  high  percentage  of  compliance  with  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  we  do  not  believe  the  effectiveness  of  production  controls  would 
be  impaired  by  this  change.  We  believe  the  freeing  of  a  larger  group 
from  marketing  quota  penalties  and  the  resultant  decrease  in  admin¬ 
istrative  problems  make  this  a  desirable  change. 

PENALTIES 

Section  4  (a)  of  the  bill  would  provide  a  penalty  on  a  farm  market¬ 
ing  excess  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  45  percent  of  the  parity  price 
per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such 
crop  is  harvested. 

Senator  Eastland.  Suppose  this  bill  were  the  law  now.  How  many 
cents  a  bushel - 

Mr.  Gordon.  Fifteen  cents. 

Senator  Eastland.  That  would  be  the  penalty  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  which  is  ridiculous,  of  course.  This  is  a  very 
important  provision  and  was  included  in  the  report  of  the  House. 

Senator  Eastland.  Under  the  present - 

Mr.  Bagwell.  May  I  explain?  Although  there  is  some  confusion 
because  of  action  which  Mr.  Gordon  will  explain  as  he  reads,  the  pen¬ 
alty  now  is  one-half  of  the  loan  rate.  If  the  loan  rate  is,  say,  $2.20— 
I  do  not  know  exactly  what  it  is — the  penalty  would  be  $1.10  a  bushel. 

Senator  Eastland.  That  is  under  this  bill  or  under  the  law  ? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Under  the  law  now.  This  bill  would  not  change 
that  except  it  would  change  the  method  of  computing  it.  Forty-five 
percent  of  parity,  as  you  will  appreciate,  is  the  same  as  50  percent  of 
a  loan  rate  of  90  percent  of  parity.  This  change  is  to  keep  from  hav¬ 
ing  to  put  out  two  penalty  rates,  the  first  one  on  the  basis  of  an  esti- 
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mated  parity  price  and  the  other  on  the  basis  of  the  actual  parity. 
This  would  say  45  percent  of  parity  as'  of  May  1,  and  we  would  have 
one  penalty  rate  that  would  be  applicable  to  all  marketing  of  wheat 
and  would  avoid  some  of  the  difficulties  in  collecting  more  than  is 
due  and  then  having  to  return  it  to  the  farmer. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  appreciate  Mr.  Bagwell  making  that  correction, 
the  rate  of  penalty  in  the  act  as  originally  enacted  was  15  cents  per 
bushel.  The  rate  was  increased  by  paragraph  (2)  of  Public  Law  74, 
77th  Congress,  to  50  percent  of  the  basic  loan  rate  for  cooperators 
under  section  302  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  Section  302  of  the  act  was  repealed  by  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  but  it  was  obviously  not  intended  that  the  penalty  pro¬ 
vision  should  become  inoperative,  since  this  would  make  any  market¬ 
ing  quota  program  ineffective.  It  is  highly  important  that  this  be 
made  clear  and  it  is  highly  desirable  to  permit  the  establishment 
of  the  penalty  rate  prior  to  any  harvesting  of  wheat.  This  would 
be  accomplished  by  the  use  of  May  parity  as  the  effective  base  and 
45  percent  of  parity  will  be  comparable  to  50  percent  of  the  support 
rate  which  was  the  prior  penalty  rate  for  wheat  and  is  now  the  penalty 
rate  for  cotton  and  rice. 

Now  we  come  to  the  really  important  question  of  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

NATIONAL  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

Section  5  of  the  bill  provides  for  a  minimum  national  wheat  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  1954  of  62  million  acres.  Without  this  change  in 
the  minimum,  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  would, 
on  the  basis  of  present  indications,  be  at  the  minimum  of  55  million 
acres  provided  under  existing  legislation. 

The  current  and  prospective  stocks  of  wheat  are  giving  the  De¬ 
partment  considerable  concern.  The  near-record  crop  of  about  1,300,- 
000,000  bushels  harvested  in  1952  is  going  to  result  in  a  carryover 
of  around  580  million  bushels  on  July  1,  1953.  A  record  amount 
of  458  million  bushels  of  the  1952  crop  has  been  placed  under  price 
support.  In  spite  of  this  record  loan  activity,  the  market  has  not 
strengthened  so  as  to  permit  appreciable  quantities  to  flow  out  of 
the  loan  into  normal  channels  of  trade,  and  the  major  portion  of  the 
July  1  carryover  will  be  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Despite  the  adverse  weather  conditions  which  prevailed  in  the 
major  winter  wheat-producing  area  last  fall,  a  total  wheat  production 
in  excess  of  1  billion  bushels  is  now  indicated  for  1953.  On  the  basis 
of  foreseeable  domestic  and  export  requirements,  an  increase  in  the 
carryover  stocks  to  around  690  million  bushels  is  indicated  for  July 
1, 1954 — which  would  be  the  largest  carryover  of  wheat  ever  recorded. 

Senator  Mundt.  Are  those  figures  brought  up  to  date?  You  say 
despite  the  adverse  conditions  prevailing  last  fall. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes.  sir. 

Senator  Mundt.  You  have  had  new  adverse  conditions  prevailing 
early  spring  and  late  summer.  You  still  feel  it  will  be  over  a  billion 
bushels  despite  that? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir.  We  realize  that  to  enforce  a  full  readjust¬ 
ment  between  supplies  and  indicated  market  outlets  in  1  year  could 
have  serious  implication.  Without  intermediate  legislative  measures, 
the  minimum  of  55  million  acres  now  prescribed  in  the  law  would 
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be  the  governing  factor  in  establishing  a  national  acreage- allotment 
level.  This  would  require  a  reduction  in  1  year  of  nearly  30  percent. 

In  the  best  interests  of  agriculture,  production  controls  should  be 
administered  so  as  to  avoid  violent  and  drastic  changes  in  the  individ¬ 
ual's  farming  operations  and  the  general  economy  of  the  area  in  which 
the  controlled  crop  is  produced.  The  water  is  over  the  dam,  however, 
with  respect  to  our  prospective  stock  position  on  July  1,  1954,  and 
we  can  only  approach  the  problem  of  what  should  be  done  subse¬ 
quently  in  the  light  of  the  current  situation. 

The  proposed  minimum  of  62  million  acres  for  1954  was  ration¬ 
alized — remember  this  was  our  recommendation  before  the  House — 
was  rationalized  in  the  hearings  before  the  House  Agricultural  Com¬ 
mittee  on  H.  R.  5451  as  being  an  acreage  which,  with  normal  yield, 
would  result  in  no  larger  carryover  on  July  1,  1955,  than  we  now 
face  on  July  1,  1953. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  do  you  anticipate  it  will  be? 

Mr.  Holm.  Five  hundred  and  eighty  million. 

Senator  Anderson.  When  you  say  that,  do  you  think  62  million 
acres  will  not  produce  more  than  our  export  and  normal  consumption 
requirements  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes.  Sixty-two  million  will  just  about  produce  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  will’use  a  billion  bushels? 

Mr.  Walker.  A  billion  bushels  roughly  if  we  maintain  exports  at 
around  300  million. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  are  we  exporting  this  year  ? 

Mr.  Walker.  Three  hundred  and  fifteen  million. 

Senator  Mundt.  Mr.  Gordon,  what  is  that  62  million?  You  say 
if  you  cut  it  down  to  55  million  acres  that  would  necessitate  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  1  year  of  about  30  percent  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Mundt.  Percentagewise,  what  will  62  million  acres  require? 

Mr.  Gordon.  If  you  will  remember,  the  House  suggested  66  million 
in  the  bill.  We  suggested  that  it  be  cut  back  to  62  million  because 
that  would  hold  the  status  quo  as  of  July  1,  1953,  on  the  basis  of  the 
figures  then  available.  Since  that  time  other  figures  are  out  which 
have  changed  the  picture.  I  am  coming  to  that  right  now. 

Senator  Mundt.  That  does  not  answer  the  question.  If  55  million 
acres  represents  a  30  percent  cut,  how  big  a  cut  is  represented  by  62 
million  acres? 

Mr.  Walker.  About  20  percent. 

Senator  Mundt.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Since  that  time  the  June  crop  report  indicates  an 
increase  of  approximately  100  million  bushels  in  the  total  supply  for 
1953-54.  To  the  extent  that  this  additional  production  cannot  be 
moved  into  export,  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  1954  carryover 
over  that  for  1953  can  be  expected. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  150  million  bushels,  at  15  bushels  to  the 
acre,  means  6 y2  million  acres  more.  Six  and  one-half  million  acres  or 
62  million  acres  means  561/t  million  acres  or  just  about  the  55-million- 
acre  limitation.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Gordon.  You  are  figuring  too  fast  for  me. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  say - 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  are  figuring  it  right  now.  You  just  have  a  faster 
mind  than  I  have. 
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Senator  Anderson.  It  is  56%  ? 

Mr.  Gordon.  Yes,  sir. 

With  the  weakness  exhibited  by  the  wheat  market  in  relation  to  the 
price  support  level - 

Senator  Anderson.  Would  that  be  about  right? 

Mr.  Gordon.  That  is  about  right  according  to  the  figures.  With 
the  weakness  exhibited  by  the  wheat  market  in  relation  to  the  price 
support  level  and  the  unprecedentedly  large  proportion  of  the  carry¬ 
over  which  it  now  appears  will  be  in  Government  ownership  as  a 
result  of  our  price  support  commitments,  the  Department  takes  the 
position  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  reestablish  a  balance  between 
supply  and  demand.  We  are  not  unmindful,  however,  of  the  objectives 
which  prompted  the  inclusion  of  the  figure  of  62  million  acres  in  the 
bill.  If  the  committee  feels  that  an  acreage  allotment  of  less  than 
62  million  acres  would  be  inconsistent  with  a  policy  of  effecting  or¬ 
derly  adjustments,  the  Department  would  interpose  no  objections  to  its 
inclusion  in  the  law  for  1  year.  But  we  point  out  just  what  you  have 
suggested,  Senator  Anderson,  that  at  the  time  we  made  the  62  million 
statement  we  diet  not  have  this  information  with  respect  to  the  100 
million  additional  bushels  of  yield  and  that  we  would  like  to  call 
that  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  and  suggest  that  they  take  that 
into  account  in  considering  this  matter. 

Senator  Mundt.  On  what  calendar  date  were  the  figures  compiled 
on  which  you  based  your  June  crop  report? 

Mr.  Walker.  As  of  June  1. 

Senator  Mundt.  This  is  June  25.  We  have  had  25  days  of  uninter¬ 
rupted  drought  in  the  great  wheat-producing  areas  of  the  Southwest 
which  certainly  must  have  some  impact  on  that  100  million  bushels. 
Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  think  it  will. 

Senator  Mundt.  If  what  I  read  in  the  papers  is  correct  it  will  have 
a  rather  serious  effect  on  the  100  million  bushels. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Young  and  the  chairman  might  add  we 
have  had  25  days  of  wonderful  weather  for  overplanting  the  spring 
wheat  crop  in  the  spring- wheat  area. 

Senator  Mundt.  They  have  planned  on  that.  But  they  have  not 
planned  on  the  drought  in  the  Southwest.  In  the  Southwest  they 
have  lost  a  sizable  fraction  of  the  100  million.  I  imagine  15  or  20 
percent  of  it  has  gone  out  the  window. 

Senator  Young.  The  spring-wheat  crop  is  not  made  yet.  I  read  in 
my  morning  paper  from  the  State  that  we  have  evidence  now  of 
a  15-year  rust  which  is  the  earliest  on  record.  Obviously  the  reason 
for  Congressman  Hope  proposing  raising  the  acreage  limitation  from 
15  to  25  acres  was  so  as  to  make  possible  a  more  favorable  vote.  What 
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will  the  Department  do  with  respect  to  encouraging  farmers  to  vote 
favorably  on  quotas?  I  think  that  will  have  a  lot  to  do  with  whether 
farmers  vote  for  quotas  or  against. 

Mr.  Gordon.  I  think  the  position  the  Department  will  take  is  that 
we  are  going  to  use  every  avenue  at  the  disposal  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  get  all  of  the  facts  before  the  farmers.  We  are  going 
to  give  him  every  bit  of  information  we  possibly  can  as  to  its  effect  on 
him  personally. 

Senator  Young.  Do  you  think  if  we  left  the  provision  at  15  acres 
there  would  be  a  chance  of  getting  a  favorable  vote  ?  I  personally  be¬ 
lieve  we  would  be  better  off  to  leave  it  at  15  or  20  acres  and  effect  a 
favorable  vote. 

Senator  Mundt.  You  mean  get  a  better  vote  at  15  than  25? 

Senator  Young.  No.  We  would  be  better  off  to  get  the  vote  and 
still  leave  it  at  15  acres,  and  also  make  some  changes  in  the  law  with 
respect  to  these  penalties.  I  think  that  would  encourage  the  smaller 
producer  to  vote  favorably. 

Mr.  Gordon.  There  is  a  great  variation  of  opinion  on  that  score. 
We  have  felt  that  if  it  were  not  changed  that  the  chances  are  just 
about  5'0-50  for  a  favorable  referendum,  with  no  change. 

Senator  Young.  How  about  20  acres? 

Mr.  Gordon.  If  the  theory  back  of  the  increase  from  15  to  25  is 
correct,  the  15  to  20  would  also  have  a  favorable  effect.  Whether  it 
would  be  as  much  we  do  not  know.  We  have  provided  informa¬ 
tion  here  which  will  show  the  effect  by  States  under  this  change  and 
we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  change  from  15  to  20  or  15 
to  25  acres  is  not  too  serious  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  program.  What  the  reaction  of  the  farmers,  who  are  in  a 
sense  disenfranchised  by  this  will  be,  we  do  not  know.  Since  they  are 
not  too  seriously  affected  by  the  thing,  we  doubt  that  there  will  be  any 
particular  feeling  on  that  score.  It  does,  of  course,  put  the  matter  of 
settling  this  question  up  to  the  commercial  wheat  producer.  That  is 
what  it  does. 

Senator  Young.  On  the  last  record  vote  on  this,  what  was  the  per¬ 
centage  vote  say  in  Ohio  as  against  Kansas  and  North  Dakota? 

Mr.  Walker.  The  1941  election,  Ohio  was  47  percent  favorable ; 
Kansas,  I  do  not  remember ;  it  was  up  around  80. 

Senator  Young.  Seventy-six,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Walker.  It  was  high. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  It  was  over  75, 1  think. 

Mr.  Walker.  For  the  country  as  a  whole  in  the  1941  referendum 
it  was  81  percent  in  favor.  I  can  get  those  exact  figures  by  States  if 
you  would  like  to  see  them. 
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Results  of  wheat  marketing  quota  referendums,  ky  States,  19Jtl  and  19J/2 


1941  referendum  1942  referendum 


State 

Total 

number 

Yes 

Number  of  votes  cast 

Yes 

of  votes 
cast 

Yes 

No 

Total 

Alabama _ _ _ _ 

10 

Percent 

90.0 

6 

0 

6 

Percent 

100.0 

Arizona.  . . . 

114 

97.4 

115 

25 

140 

82.  1 

Arkansas . . .  . 

130 

91.  5 

51 

8 

59 

86.4 

California . . . 

3,006 

66. 1 

2,  065 

639 

2,  704 

76.4 

Colorado.  ..  ...  . 

9,010 

87.3 

5,  859 

980 

6,839 

85.7 

Delaware.  . 

881 

91.4 

582 

22 

604 

96.4 

Georgia. 

252 

64.7 

168 

48 

216 

77.8 

Idaho . . . 

12,845 

94.  1 

10,  169 

1.  121 

11.290 

90.  1 

Illinois  . . . 

35,  222 

72.4 

12,  765 

4,  148 

16,  913 

75.5 

Indiana _  ...  . 

31,  179 

65.2 

14,  316 

4,881 

19,  197 

74.6 

Iowa .  . . . . 

4,419 

85.  6 

1,867 

220 

2,  087 

89.5 

Kansas . 

101,  966 

79.8 

55,  586 

16,  023 

71,  609 

77.6 

Kentucky . . . 

4,  773 

85.  5 

2, 165 

202 

2,  367 

91.5 

Louisiana . 

13 

7.7 

33 

0 

33 

100.0 

Maryland _  _ 

3,  878 

77.2 

2, 463 

857 

3,  320 

74.  2 

Michigan.  _  _  _  _ 

6,913 

76.2 

3,  587 

979 

4,566 

78.6 

Minnesota _ 

23,  896 

80.3 

12,  746 

1,340 

14,  086 

90.5 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri .  .  .. 

23, 170 

79.7 

19 

6,  227 

7 

1,577 

26 

7,804 

73.1 

79.8 

Montana _ _ _ 

19,  752 

91.7 

16,  646 

1,  716 

18,  362 

90.7 

Nebraska _ 

40,  430 

82. 1 

22,  713 

4,  573 

27,  286 

83.2 

Nevada...  . .  _ 

155 

60.6 

83 

28 

111 

74.8 

New  Jersey _  ... 

318 

33.0 

99 

105 

204 

48.5 

New  Mexico .  ... 

1,515 

94.  7 

966 

149 

1, 115 

86.6 

New  York.  .  . . 

1,996 

54.5 

641 

393 

1,034 

62.0 

North  Carolina _ _ 

2,  290 

83.8 

1,443 

232 

1,675 

86.  1 

North  Dakota _ 

69,  961 

94.7 

63, 109 

2,965 

66,  074 

95.  5 

Ohio . .  . . . 

33, 836 

47. 1 

10,  342 

7,545 

17,887 

57.8 

Oklahoma .  .  .  _ 

39,  274 

80.4 

18,  569 

10,  965 

29,  534 

62.9 

Oregon . 

5,815 

95.5 

5,  350 

224 

5,  574 

96.0 

Pennsylvania . .  . . 

6,  351 

41.7 

2,  004 

1,770 

3,  774 

53.  1 

South  Carolina . 

317 

86.  1 

105 

24 

129 

81.4 

South  Dakota  . 

30, 480 

93.3 

21,  474 

1,420 

22,  894 

93.8 

Tennessee  ..  .  . . 

1,397 

66.9 

1,077 

171 

1,248 

86.3 

Texas _ 

16,  070 

93.8 

10,  232 

1, 132 

11,364 

90.0 

Utah.. . . 

6,928 

94.  7 

1,504 

303 

1,807 

83.2 

Virginia  ...  _ _ 

3,  194 

69.4 

1,595 

533 

2,  128 

75.0 

Washington _ _  _ 

15, 384 

93.6 

12,  625 

1,556 

14,  1S1 

89.0 

West  Virginia _ _ 

450 

64.2 

197 

76 

273 

72.2 

Wisconsin  _  .  _ 

173 

96.5 

99 

7 

106 

93.4 

Wyoming . . . 

1,867 

92.7 

1,368 

117 

1,  485 

92.  1 

United  States  i._ . . . 

559, 630 

81.0 

323, 030 

69, 081 

392,  111 

82.4 

1  Page  11  of  the  1941  AAA  Administrator’s  Report  to  the  Secretary  (G-113)  shows  the  United  States  re¬ 
sults  of  the  1941  referendum  as: 


Yes _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  453,  569 

No _ _ _ _ _  106,061 


Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  559,630 

Percent  yes _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . . .  81.0 


The  Chairman.  Senator  Anderson  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  this  is  a  very  useful  analysis  and  state¬ 
ment  that  we  have  had  here  from  Mr.  Gordon.  I  am  interested  in  it 
because  the  Department  will  be  the  one  that  will  he  blamed  if  we  relax 
this  legislation.  I  do  not  need  to  go  back  through  the  potato  story. 
Time  after  time  after  time  I  sent  letters  to  the  Congress  asking  them 
to  give  us  some  relief  on  the  potato  situation.  We  never  could  get  a 
bill  out  of  either  committee.  They  were  pretty  liberal  on  what  they 
had  to  say  about  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  to  what  he  was  not 
doing.  No  matter  how  hard  Mr.  Gordon  tries,  no  matter  how  hard 
Mr.  Walker  tries,  no  matter  how  hard  Secretary  Benson  may  attempt 
to  handle  this  problem,  if  we  load  another  100  or  200  million  bushels  of 
wheat  on  to  his  already  enormous  carryover,  people  will  wonder  why 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  37 


in  tlie  world  lie  did  not  have  sense  enough  to  handle  this  right  when 
the  Congress  would  have  done  it  for  him  in  advance.  I  think  the 
testimony  here  is  that  551/*$  million  acres,  on  the  best  figures  they  have 
got,  will  be  ample.  I  personally  feel  that  maybe  that  is  a  little  too  fast 
a  drop. 

Mr.  Gordon.  What  that  does  is  maintain  the  status  quo  at  July  1, 
1953. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  know  that  that  status  quo  involves  much 
too  large  a  carryover.  They  are  talking  about  storing  wheat  on  the 
ground.  When  you  begin  to  do  that  then  the  farm  program  begins 
to  get  into  disrepute  and  people  begin  to  criticize  you  for  grain  losses, 
whereas  if  we  had  these  figures  somewhat  realistically  adjusted  the 
farmer  would  not  be  blamed  for  these  losses  because  lie  is  not 
producing. 

The  farmer  never  gets  credit,  Senator  Young,  when  he  produces 
wheat  in  tremendous  quantities  and  reduces  the  price  of  bread  in  every 
home. 

But  the  minute  it  costs  the  Government  any  money  for  price  support 
the  farmer  is  terrible. 

Senator  Young.  Unfortunately,  Senator  Anderson,  you  know  we 
have  had  a  sizable  reduction  in  the  price  of  cattle,  about  30  or  40 
percent.  Wheat  is  down  from  40  to  60  cents  a  bushel. 

Oats  and  other  grains  are  way  down.  But  the  cost  of  living,  I 
understand,  as  was  announced  just  the  other  day,  is  at  an  all-time  high. 
Apparently  it  does  not  make  any  difference  what  the  price  of  farm 
commodities  is. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Walker? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  would  like  to  clear  a  point  made  a  moment  ago.  If 
our  total  requirements  for  wheat  remains  at  about  1  billion  bushels  a 
year,  under  average  yield  conditions,  it  would  take  66  million  acres  of 
wheat  to  produce  such  requirement. 

Sixty-two  million  would  produce  about  930  million  bushels  at  an 
average  yield  of  about  15  bushels.  A  moment  ago  I  believe  the  state¬ 
ment  was  made  that  the  62  would  produce  sufficient  to  meet  our  annual 
requirements. 

The  Chairman.  The  problem  is  complicated  by  the  fact  that  what¬ 
ever  legislation  is  enacted  should  be  enacted  before  next  Wednesday 
night — before  the  1st  of  July — which  gives  us  very  little  time  to  work. 

I  had  expected  the  House  would  take  some  action  before  now,  but 
they  have  not  done  that.  This  is  going  to  require  all  the  time  that 
the  committee  can  give  to  it,  and  a  lot  more  before  we  get  this  legisla¬ 
tion  in  shape  to  ask  the  Senate  to  act  on  the  early  part  of  next  week. 

We  have  representatives  of  the  three  farm  organizations  still  to  be 
heard  before  some  time  today  and  tomorrow. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  Chair  requesting  Senators  Young,  Schoep- 
pel,  and  Anderson  to  serve  as  a  subcommittee  of  three  to  put  in  all  the 
time  they  can,  as  fast  as  they  can,  in  getting  this  in  shape  s  Of  course, 
we  have  to  hear  the  witnesses  before  we  can  start  enacting  legislation. 

Mr.  W  alker.  If  I  may  interrupt,  there  is  another  amendment  we 
think  may  be  needed,  and  that  is  to  extend  the  referendum  date  from 
July  25  to  August  15. 

The  Chairman.  I  was  juSt  going  to  point  that  out.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  going  to  be  needed.  I  can’t  conceive  of  any  objection  to  it 
as  far  as  this  year  is  concerned. 


38  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


There  may  be,  but  I  do  not  know  that  there  would  be.  Is  that  agree¬ 
able?  And  would  you  three  gentlemen  have  time  to  work  on  this? 
It  will  take  some  out-of-committee  work,  I  expect. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  I  think  it  is  very  important. 

The  Chairman.  Time  is  of  the  essence.  A  small  committee  can 
work  much  faster.  Is  that  all  right  with  you,  Clint?  I  know  you  do 
not  have  a  thing  to  do. 

Senator  Young.  I  would  be  very  happy  to  drop  my  other  matters, 
and  take  this  up. 

Senator  Anderson.  This  is  an  emergency. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  an  emergency,  I  would  say.  We  have  to 
work  on  it  very  rapidly. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  I  will  arrange  my  schedule.  I  will  have  to  do 
some  shifting,  but  I  will  do  it. 

Mr.  Gordon.  We  have  another  brief  statement  for  the  record  by  Mr. 
Bagwell. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  sure  you  three  could  call  on  Senators  Mundt 
and  Eastland,  too.  Mr.  Bagwell? 

Mr.  Bagwell.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  want  to  say  anything  that 
would  discourage  speedy  action  but  I  want  to  point  out  that  we  do 
have  until  July  15  to  announce  the  acreage  allotment.  All  we  are 
required  to  do  by  July  1  is  to  announce  whether  or  not  we  are  going 
to  have  quotas.  We  do  not  proclaim  a  quota  in  bushels.  We  are  so 
far  over  the  marketing  quota  level  there  is  not  any  question  about  the 
necessity  for  that.  So  we  do  have  until  July  15  for  the  acreage 
allotment. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  glad  that  we  do  have  some  extra  time  because 
it  would  be  almost  a  physical  impossibility,  although  it  could  be  done. 
In  the  case  of  Pakistan  wheat  we  worked  fast. 

Mr.  Bagwell.  I  have  a  short  statement  on  one  of  the  points  in  the 
bill.  The  regulations  governing  the  establishment  of  farm-acreage 
allotments  for  the  1954  wheat  crop  have  already  been  issued  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  have  a  copy  here.  As  in  prior  years,  past  acreage  of  wheat  on  the 
farm  is  being  used  as  the  best  available  measure  of  the  statutory  factors 
of  tillable  acres  and  crop-rotation  practices  on  the  farm. 

If  the  past  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm  should  be  added  as  a 
specific  statutory  factor  for  the  establishment  of  farm-acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  as  proposed  in  this  bill — Senator  Aiken’s  bill — it  is  our  opinion 
that  such  addition  to  the  law  would  not  require  any  change  in  the 
acreage-allotment,  regulations  for  the  1954  crop.  Bather,  such  action 
would  seem  to  constitute  implied  approval  of  the  procedural  regula¬ 
tions  already  adopted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  reason  I  make  this  statement  is  that  we  would  not  like  to  see 
quotas  attacked  on  the  ground  that  the  Congress  by  enacting  this  past 
acreage  provision,  after  the  regulations  were  issued,  intended  some 
change  to  be  made  in  the  regulations. 

We  have  already  used  past  acreage  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  and 
1953 — primarily  the  years  1952  and  1953. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  recess  until  3  o’clock. 

(Whereupon,  at  12: 15  p.  m.,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  3  p.  m.  the  same  day.) 
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AFTERNOON  SESSION 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  3  p.  m.,  in  room  324, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Milton  R.  Young,  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Young  (presiding),  Mundt,  Schoeppel,  and 
Anderson. 

Senator  Young.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  Sanders,  you  are  the  first  witness  for  this  afternoon.  Mr. 
Sanders,  it  is  always  a  pleasure  to  have  you  appear  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  especially  to  express  your  views  on  the  very  important  leg¬ 
islation  the  committee  is  considering. 

STATEMENT  OF  J.  T.  SANDERS.  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL,  THE 

NATIONAL  GRANGE 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  am  always  pleased  to  come  before  the  committee 
when  we  have  a  subject  that  the  Grange  is  interested  in.  I  have  a 
very  brief  statement  here  and  I  shall  just  read  it,  if  I  may. 

Senator  Young.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Sanders.  The  National  Grange  is  favorable  to  the  provisions  of 
S.  2099.  It  provides  adjustments  in  the  current  law  which  will  be 
badly  needed  if  acreage  controls  and  marketing  quotas  are  imposed 
on  the  1954  wheat  crop,  which  now  appears  probable. 

Over  the  past  period  of  history  of  restrictive  farm  laws,  the  National 
Grange  has  been  opposed  to  placing  complete  or  even  major  depend¬ 
ence  on  control  of  production  as  a  means  of  raising  farm  prices  and 
handling  the  surplus  portions  of  crops.  We  are  still  opposed  in 
general  to  such  methods  of  price  support  and  feel  that  new  measures 
can  and  should  be  worked  out  that  will  support  prices  without  such 
problems  arising,  as  are  dealt  with  in  S.  2099. 

We  believe  a  sound,  two-price,  or  multiple-price  system  of  price 
support  would  be  far  superior  to  either  the  presently  operative  high 
fixed  support  or  the  flexible  price  support.  If  such  a  two-price  system 
were  in  operation,  especially  if  the  proposed  International  Wheat 
Agreement  is  ratified,  we  could  support  domestic  requirements  at 
parity  and  would  likely  find  a  reasonable  market  for  any  surplus 
farmers  care  to  produce  next  year. 

Nevertheless  such  improved  laws  are  not  now  on  the  statute  books, 
and,  under  current  conditions  of  production  and  laws,  we  are  almost 
certain  to  be  required  under  the  law  to  impose  production  restrictions 
on  wheat  next  year.  Present  situations  in  wheat  production  cannot  be 
handled  in  the  best  interest  of  farmers  and  the  Nation  with  the  law  as 
at  present  written.  Under  these  conditions  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
support  the  amendments  to  the  1938  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
provided  for  in  S.  2099. 

This  bill  will  give  a  greater  flexibility  of  controls  and  an  adjustment 
in  production  more  favoable  to  those  areas  most  adapted  to  economi¬ 
cally  sound  wheat  production.  This  flexibility  is  highly  desirable  in 
any  system  of  control  of  agricultural  production. 

In  the  past  12  to  15  years  of  war  and  cold-wTar  conditions  there  have 
been  marked  shifts  of  wheat  production  with  greater  and  greater  pro¬ 
duction  going  to  low-cost  areas  and  areas  best  adapted  to  wheat  pro¬ 
duction.  Under  these  conditions  a  10-year  average  acreage  and  yield 
would  not  reflect  accurately  current  situations  and  trends.  S.  2099 
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corrects,  at  least  in  part,  this  difficulty  by  changing  the  current-law 
requirement  of  a  10-year  average  as  a  base  to  a  base  of  a  5-year  average. 
This  will  certainly  reflect  current  trends  more  accurately,  except  in 
the  case  of  abnormal  yields  due  to  the  vagaries  of  nature.  The  bill 
provides  for  adjustments  in  case  of  such  abnormal  yields. 

Another  desirable  change  which  the  bill  provides  is  that  of  shifting 
the  3-percent  reserve  from  a  county  to  a  State  allocation,  and  provid¬ 
ing  an  additional  1 -percent  national  reserve.  Reserves,  or  set-asides, 
also  add  to  flexibility  of  controls.  Hardship  cases  in  allotments  and 
quotas  are  bound  to  arise  as  between  individuals,  as  between  counties, 
and  as  between  States.  The  additional  1 -percent  reserve  for  the  Nation 
will  help  correct  maladjustments  between  States,  and  lifting  the  3- 
percent  reserve  from  the  county  to  the  State  level  will  provide  a  more 
equitable  adjustment  between  counties,  which  in  turn  will  be  reflected 
to  an  equitable  adjustment  to  the  individual  farmers. 

Senator  Young.  If  you  don't  mind  an  interruption - 

Mr.  Sanders.  Not  at  all. 

Senator  Young.  I  believe  that  extra  reserve  would  lie  very  helpful 
in  taking  care  of  problems  such  as  renters  oftentimes  have.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  a  renter  could  haVe  a  record  as  a  wheat  producer  and  move  on 
to  a  farm  that  probably  had  a  record  as  a  dairy  farm  or  a  hog  farm, 
something  like  that. 

Mr.  Sanders.  At  least  a  low  quota  or  an  allotment. 

Senator  Young.  And  find  himself  with  equipment  to  produce  wheat 
and  no  acreage  allotment. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Of  course  that  is  a  part  of  the  whole  freezing  process 
that  the  law  brings  about,  because  if  he  moved  onto  a  farm  with  a 
lower  allotment  than  he  had  previously  had  in  another  farm,  he  would 
be  in  pretty  bad  shape.  He  does  not  get  his  allotment  personally  in 
that  case,  does  he  ? 

Senator  Young.  I  understand  in  the  past — when  I  served  in  these 
committees — I  think  we  had  a  little  leeway  in  taking  care  of  a  situation 
such  as  that.  Perhaps  the  new  owner  moving  out  to  a  certain  farm 
wouldn’t  want  or  need  all  of  his  quota  so  the  county  would  have  a 
little  extra  acreage  there  to  spread  elsewhere.  I  think  a  little  leeway 
is  necessary  to  take  care  of  hardship  cases. 

Mr.  Sanders.  As  much  leeway  as  is  possible,  Senator,  without  im¬ 
pairing  the  effective  control,  is  very  essential  and  very  desirable.  As 
much  as  possible  leeway,  without  reducing  control,  the  effectiveness 
of  control.  That  is  one  of  the  great  undesirable  effects  of  control. 
It  freezes  economic  conditions  in  an  occupation  where  there  is  great 
change  from  year  to  year  with  individuals;  there  is  great  change  as 
a  man  begins  as  a  young  farmer  and  develops  into  a  full  producing 
farmer  and  becomes  older  and  older,  and  then  as  he  gets  very  much 
older  he  wants  to  retire  to  a  certain  extent.  In  other  words,  there  is 
all  kinds  of  flexibility  in  agriculture  and  that  is  one  of  the  great  diffi¬ 
culties  of  control  as  a  method  of  supporting  prices. 

Senator  Young.  The  two-price  system  advocated  by  the  Grange 
would  get  away  from  that.  I  wish  we  had  time  to  discuss  that  pro¬ 
posal.  I  think  this  committee  sometimes  should,  but  it  wouldn’t  be 
too  appropriate  in  these  hearings  which  are  confined  for  fhe  most  part 
to  quotas. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Of  course  that  is  quite  true.  I  am  not  going  to  talk 
the  two-price  system,  however,  much  as  I  would  like  to  do  it.  Such  in- 
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creased  flexibility  is,  to  our  way  of  thinking,  highly  importanUin  the 
institution  of  any  scheme  of  production  control. 

We  also  agree  with  the  provision  raising  the  marketing  quota  ex¬ 
emption  from  a  200  to  a  400  maximum  bushelage  exemption,  and  from 
a  15-  to  a  25-acre  maximum  exemption.  This  will  greatly  simplify  and 
reduce  the  task  of  administration  and  will  have  relatively  little  effect 
on  increasing  the  total  production  of  wheat.  Acreages  of  wheat  of  less 
than  25  acres  are  usually  gi-own  as  part  of  a  rotation  system,  and  ex¬ 
emption  of  these  farms  from  market  quotas  will  not  interfere  with 
their  normal  cropping  rotation,  which  is  a  desirable  thing  to  avoid 
doing. 

Senator  Young.  I  wonder  if  yon  heard  the  discussion  this  morning 
relative  to  penalties  that  could  be  imposed  and  I  think  were  imposed 
in  the  past  on  small  producers  who  weren’t  under  quotas  and  who 
marketed  wheat.  Do  you  think  the  Grange  would  be  in  favor  of  an 
amendment  which  would  permit  the  small  producer  like  that  to  pro¬ 
duce  wheat  for  consumption  on  his  farm  for  feeding  purposes  but  not 
marketed  ? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Senator,  I  believe  as  a  practical  proposition  that  if 
you  undertake  to  control  production  that  you  must  make  provisions 
for  that  wheat  which  is  consumed  on  the  farm  and  sold  in  animal 
products.  If  you  are  going  to  carry  control  to  its  ultimate  conclusion 
and  to  its  ultimate  results,  you  have  to  undertake  to  prevent  produc¬ 
tion  that  is  stopped  under  one  crop  from  going  over  into  other  sur¬ 
pluses. 

The  whole  philosophy  is  wrong — definitely  wrong — to  my  way  of 
thinking.  We  should  undertake  to  control  surpluses  by  seeking  a 
market  for  them  at  a  price  that  will  move  the  surpluses.  I  am 
inclined  to  believe  that  if  you  are  going  to  adopt  a  control  method 
as  a  means  of  raising  prices,  you  almost  necessarily  must  do  something 
with  the  fellow  who  helps  produce  the  surplus  even  if  he  feeds  it  on 
his  farm. 

I  know  that  sounds  maybe  a  little  harsh  on  the  small  producer  who 
feeds  the  wheat,  but  normally  a  certain  amount  of  wheat  goes  into 
feed  and  therefore  helps  to  make  up  the  total  supply  of  wheat.  If 
we  are  extremely  short  on  the  wheat  that  would  otherwise  go  into  feed 
and  is  suitable  for  human  consumption,  and  would  normally  move  into 
human  consumption,  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  plug  the  hole  some  way,  although  I  recall  that  conversation  that 
Senator  Anderson  and  the  witness  had  this  morning  over  that. 

I  am  afraid  I  haven’t  answered  your  question  very  satisfactorily. 

Senator  Young.  I  am  very  interested  in  getting  the  views  of  the 
major  farm  organizations  and  others  on  this  particular  subject. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Finally,  we  agree  with  the  provision  raising  the  total 
national  allotment  from  55  to  62  million  acres.  We  do  not  have  any 
strong  conviction  as  to  whether  this  allotment  should  be  placed  at  this 
figure  or  at  the  66-million-acre  figure  carried  in  the  House  bill.  May 
I  explain  the  reason  for  us  taking  that  position? 

We  feel  in  any  case  we  must  accept  a  considerable  surplus  next 
year.  To  reduce  the  total  acreage  to  where  we  would  not  have  a 
surplus  next  year,  I  think,  would  force  us  to  do  about  what  you  brought 
cut  this  morning.  Senator  Anderson :  To  go  down  to  probably  45  or 
even  maybe  lower,  in  millions  of  acres,  which  would  be  just  unthink¬ 
able. 
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It  would  be  an  extremely  bad  situation  to  justify  in  the  world 
as  a  whole.  With  the  world  situation  in  food  as  it  is  now,  for  us 
to  reduce  to  where  we  would  not  have  to  handle  a  surplus  next  year 
some  way  would  be  a  very,  very  bad  thing  from  the  standpoint  of  our 
position  in  world  affairs. 

Senator  Mundt.  At  that  point,  Dr.  Sanders,  it  seems  to  me  that  you 
make  a  very  striking  point  when  you  mention  that.  It  seems  to  me 
that  if  at  one  and  the  same  time  we  are  retaining  here  unmanageable 
reserves  and  are  sharply  curtailing  our  production  and  failing  to  find 
a  way  to  utilize  our  wheat  abroad  in  areas  where  people  are  starving 
to  death,  it  seems. to  me  that  we  can  destroy  in  one  fell  swoop  as  much 
international  good  will  as  we  can  hope  to  procure  by  this  multibillion- 
dollar-aid  program  in  which  we  are  engaged. 

Mr.  Sanders.  In  cold  dollars  and  cents,  Senator  Mundt,  it  could 
cost  us  many,  many  times  as  much  as  the  cost  of  handling  the  surplus 
of  wheat  some  way. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  agree  entirely.  If  I  were  running  a  Communist, 
anti-American  propaganda  agency,  to  get  a  certain  set  of  facts  and 
figures  of  that  kind  together  and  to  present  them  to  people  whose 
bellies  are  empty  and  starving,  it  seems  to  me  that  they  would  see  red 
on  what  they  would  consider  an  unconscionable  procedure  on  our  part. 

One  of  the  possible  solutions  that  Senator  Anderson  and  I  had  a 
number  of  other  Senators  have  suggested  is  to  find  a  workable  ma¬ 
chinery  of  taking  these  surpluses  and  using  them  abroad  as  a  pro¬ 
curement  token  for  getting  into  our  country  some  of  the  imports  that 
we  need  and  can  use.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  all  recognize  you  can't 
just  store  up  these  surpluses  in  unmanageable  sizes. 

I  think  that  would  be  a  much  better  procedure  than  to  too  sharply 
curtail  our  productive  capacity  of  foodstuffs  that  the  world  badly 
needs. 

Mr  Sanders.  The  Grange  certainly  will  try  desperately  hard  to 
help  out  in  finding  a  solution  for  the  use  of  those  surpluses  some  way. 

Senator  Mundt.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Sanders.  We  doubt  that  it  would  be  wise,  from  the  standpoint 
of  national  security,  to  make  a  cut  of  30  percent  of  wheat  acreage  as 
is  required  under  the  present  law  if  acreage  and  market  quotas  are 
imposed.  This  provision  would  reduce  the  imposed  cut  to  around 
21  percent — that  is  in  the  bill  that  is  before  the  committee — and  in 
the  case  of  the  cut  carried  in  the  House  bill  by  15  percent,  which  we 
believe  is  a  wise  thing  to  do  under  present  world  conditions  of  a  cereal 
shortage  in  the  world,  as  is  evidenced  by  high  prices  on  rice  and  our 
virtual  embargo  against  exports  thereof;  and  in  view  of  the  absolute 
necessity  of  our  maintenance  of  expanded  foreign  markets  for  Ameri¬ 
can  wheat.  We  would  be  inclined  to  go  along  with  the  15  percent 
House  cut,  instead  of  the  21  percent  proposed  Senate  bill  cut. 

Senator  Anderson.  Are  you  saying  that  you  would  prefer  66  mil¬ 
lion  acres  quota,  realizing  that  that  would  add  to  the  troubles  we  are 
already  in? 

Mr.  Sanders.  Yes.  We  are  going  to  have  a  troublesome  surplus 
any  way  we  do  it  next  year,  Senator. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  you  think  it  is  well  to  force  the  farmer 
always  to  come  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  have  them  tell 
him  how  many  acres  he  can  grow  and  gradually  get  it  down  to  where 
they  will  fix  the  price  and  fix  the  acres? 
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Mr.  Sanders.  Oh,  no,  I  don’t  agree  to  that. 

Senator  Anderson.  That  is  what  happens  when  you  keep  adding 
to  the  surplus  and  keep  your  quota  on  them. 

Mr.  Sanders.  We  will  come  to  the  time  when  we  will  consider  seri¬ 
ously  a  sound  price  program  which  is  a  two-price  system. 

Senator  Anderson.  Either  that  or  the  suggestion  that  Senator 
Mundt  and  I  have  made  many  times,  try  to  get  rid  of  this  wheat. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  am  in  favor  of  that  as  long  as  we  have  the  kind 
of  a  law  we  have,  Senator.  We  will  go  to  any  length  we  can  to  help 
you  devise  a  scheme  to  get  rid  of  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  can  devise  many  schemes,  but  the  State 
Department  will  not  go  along  with  us  under  any  administration.  I 
am  not  confining  it  to  one  or  another.  It  was  just  as  bad  when  the 
party  that  I  belong  to  was  in  there.  The  State  Department  said  “You 
can’t  have  the  State  trading;  you  mustn’t  do  these  things.  We  have 
our  own  programs.”  The  wheat  continues  to  pile  up  in  storage  and 
the  farmer  never  has  a  chance  at  a  free  market. 

Every  time,  for  years  to  come,  if  we  don’t  do  something  about  this, 
he  will  start  every  season  with  the  knowledge  that  his  wheat  will  be 
influenced  by  the  stocks  the  Commodity  Credit  has,  by  the  amount  of 
wheat  that  is  in  storage,  and  he  does  not  have  the  free  market  at  all 
that  other  industries  can  enjoy. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Senator,  the  present  law  just  inevitably  leads  to  either 
large  Government-held  surpluses,  constant  surpluses,  or  constant  con¬ 
trol  of  production  and  reduction  of  the  amount  of  wheat  that  farmers 
can  buy.  There  is  just  no  other  avenue  that  the  present  law  Avill  carry 
us  into  except  that  predicament. 

Senator  Anderson.  The  absolute  example  of  that  is  the  tobacco 
business  where  they  have  complete  control.  I  do  not  find  the  tobacco 
farmers  in  any  trouble. 

Mr.  Sanders.  The  minimum  tobacco  allotment  lias  been  reduced, 
reduced,  reduced.  I  will  grant  you  that  tobacco  is  probably  the  most 
ideal  crop  that  the  present  system  of  price  supports  could  be  applied 
to  because  it  is  highly  concentrated  from  the  standpoint  of  area,  it  is 
relatively  small  in  our  total  agricultural  economy,  and  the  situation 
that  they  have  got  into  there  is  that  to  the  new  tobacco  producer  the 
advantages  of  price  supports  are  largely  nullified  in  the  price  that  he 
has  to  pay  for  his  allotments. 

Senator  Young.  Another  important  factor  there,  too,  in  tobacco, 
is  that  production  isn’t  as  necessary  in  wartime  as  foods.  At  least  in¬ 
creased  production,  whereas  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and  other  commodities 
are.  When  you  have  to  step  up  production  of  these  greatly  to  meet 
war  conditions,  it  is  very  difficult  to  get  down  to  normal  production 
i mmedi ately  afterwards. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  would  say,  Senator,  that,  if  we  undertook  to  apply 
the  same  kind  of  a  program  to,  we  will  say,  10  or  15  relatively  impor¬ 
tant  crops  that  we  have  applied  to  tobacco,  we  would  multiply  our  dif¬ 
ficulties  greatly  in  the  process.  Many  of  the  things  that  we  do  not 
have  trouble  with  on  tobacco  would  come  out  in  that  sort  of  effort  to 
spread  that  sort  of  a  program  all  over  the  agricultural  economy. 

It  just  will  not  expand  to  completely  control  production  because  you 
cannot  control  agricultural  production,  total  agricultural  production, 
in  this  country.  The  only  way  I  think  you  could  do  it  would  be  to  just 
simply  go  out  and  completely  take  out  of  production  a  certain  propor- 
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tion  of  the  land  and  you  would  constantly  have  to  increase  that  pro¬ 
portion  because  the  more  you  did  that  and  pot  reasonable  prices  for 
farmers,  the  more  they  would  resort  to  fertilizers  and  tend  to  nullify 
the  land  that  yon  took  out  and  neutralize  it.  We  think  that  the  present 
program  just  inevitably  leads  us  constantly  into  situations  such  as  we 
are  in  now.  We  may  be  wrong,  but  we  certainly - 

Senator  Anderson.  Those  of  us  who  do  believe  that  it  could  be  made 
to  operate  and  that  it  has  been  made  to  operate,  feel  that,  when  you  do 
not  have  these  controls,  so-called,  you  are  also  in  a  position  where  you 
can’t  have  supports. 

Mr.  Sanders.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  As  long  as  you  say  that  that  is  right,  then  I  am 
satisfied  because  I  do  believe  in  supports  for  the  farmer. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  do,  too. 

Senator  Anderson.  To  get  supports,  you  have  to  have  controls.  I 
know  how  hard  it  is.  We  have  discussed  it  many  times. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  say  that  you  can  support  just  as  many  bushels  of 
wheat  at  exactly  the  same  price  for  domestic  consumption,  under  a  two- 
price  system,  as  you  can  under  a  high,  fixed,  or  flexible  support. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  agree  with  that. 

Senator  Young.  May  I  ask  a  question  on  the  two-price  system? 
You  would  maintain  a  level  of  parity  of  100  percent  in  the  United 
States? 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  would  think  that  we  would  maintain  that  level 
under  a  two-price  system  which  would  give  the  farmer  the  maximum 
income.  I  think  we  could  easily  in  wheat  maintain  prices  at  full 
parity  and  give  the  farmer  the  maximum  income  by  doing  so  under 
a  two-price  system. 

Senator  Young.  In  maintaining  a  price  of  100  percent  here  it  would 
mean  we  would  have  to  have  tariff  protection,  wouldn’t  it? 

Air.  S  ANDERS.  We  h  ave  tariff  protection.  I  can  answer  that  by 
saying — to  explain  my  answer  would  require  considerable  time  and 
I  know  you  don’t  want  me  to  take  that.  I  think  we  could  devise  a 
very  simple  plan  that  wolud  not  require  tariff  protection,  but  would 
require  imports  to  sell  at  the  surplus  price.  Of  course  probably  some 
tariff  in  addition  to  that  would  be  necessary  but  relatively  small 
tariffs. 

Senator  Mundt.  If  we  permitted  imports  to  sell  in  this  country  at 
the  surplus  price  how  would  you  maintain  the  price  level  for  the 
domestic  consumption  ? 

Mr.  Sanders.  By  the  same  mechanism,  Senator,  that  you  would 
maintain  a  two-price  system. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  are  moving  into  a  world  surplus  of  wheat 
now.  If  we  expect  to  dump  our  surplus - 

Mr.  Sanders.  Are  we? 

Senator  Anderson.  I  am  taking  Senator  Aiken’s  statement  for  it. 
If  we  have  the  right  to  take  our  wheat  and  sell  it  at  the  two-price 
system  in  Australia,  certainly  Austrlia  has  the  right  to  take  its  wheat 
and  sell  it  to  the  United  States.  Before  long,  I  am  afraid  the  farmer 
will  not  realize  it.  That  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  two-price  system. 
I  am  not  saying  it  is.  There  are  a  great  many  things  to  commend 
the  two-price  system.  I  think  we  are  into  this  other  program  now 
and  the  sole  question  is  for  next  year,  is  it  wiser  to  go  to  high  levels 
which  we  know  will  again  throw  the  farmer  into  the  lap  of  the  Depart- 
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ment  of  Agriculture  and  let  them  fix  the  price  of  his  products,  or  will 
it  be  desirable  to  keep  it  at  what  was  a  fairly  stable  level  and  try  our 
best  to  get  into  the  surplus  we  have  so  that  the  farmer  deals  with  the 
free  market  again  ? 

The  great  day  that  the  American  farmer  had  was  when  we  had  to 
have  wheat  all  over  the  earth  and  we  had  to  enlist  the  good  offices  of 
Senator  Young  to  go  out  and  persuade  his  farmers  to  sell  on  a  certi¬ 
ficate  plan  that  brought  them  back  $3.50  or  so  a  bushel  because  they 
could  see  the  Argentine  farmer  getting  maybe  $6  a  bushel. 

Senator  Young.  I  was  farming  then  and  happy  when  Clinton  An¬ 
derson  was  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  was  out  there  begging  for 
Avlieat.  It  was  a  lot  nicer  than  having  to  worry  about  surpluses. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  were  glad  to  beg  for  it.  The  farmer  needs 
his  free  market,  he  needs  a  chance  to  get  some  of  these  prices  oc- 
casionaly  that  a  reasonable  carryover  will  give  to  him.  If  you  put  him 
where  he  has  to  go  to  the  Department  every  day  and  say  ‘‘How  many 
acres  can  I  grow,  and  wliat  price  can  I  sell  it  at.,”  it  is  just  not  worth  it. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Senator,  I  believe  we  are  approaching  a  surplus  of 
wheat  in  the  world  solely  because  the  price  in  the  world  is  too  high. 
At  the  present  time  there  are  15  percent  more  people  in  the  world 
than  there  were  prewar,  with  only  11  percent  more  physical  food  to 
feed  them.  You  cannot  say,  under  those  conditions,  if  proper  rela¬ 
tionships  prevailed  between  the  nations  of  the  world,  that  we  are 
approaching  a  condition  where  we  have  a  surplus  of  wheat  in  the 
world.  It  behooves  this  country  as  the  leading  nation  of  the  world  to 
really  sensibly  solve  that  problem  some  way. 

Our  present  price  support  measures  do  not  help  us  solve  that  prob¬ 
lem.  They  just  aggravate  the  problem  and  make  it  worse. 

Senator  Schoeprel.  That  is  apparent  with  these  tremendous  sur¬ 
pluses  that  we  have  built  up.  Senator  Anderson  and  Senator  Mundt, 
and  I  want  to  get  my  picture  in  here.  I  offered  an  amendment  very 
pertinent  to  what  the  former  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Senator  Ander¬ 
son,  has  said.  It  was  the  State  Department's  position  that  nothing 
should  be  done  about  it  at  all,  taking  a  position  which  I  thought  was 
rather  narrow,  and  I  think  in  the  long  run  is  going  to  be  shown  to 
have  been  ill-advised. 

It  would  have  permitted  the  very  thing  to  happen  that  we  are 
striving  for  now,  namely,  get  rid  of  these  surpluses,  get  them  over 
into  these  countries,  take  the  materials  or  their  currencies  that  they 
have  over  there  and  utilize  them  in  our  overall  program  to  build  good 
will  and  give  those  people  the  food  that  they  need,  that  they  have  not 
got.  And  yet  we  find  somebody  objecting,  somebody  objecting,  some¬ 
body  objecting.  We  are  confronted  with  a  situation,  as  Senator  An¬ 
derson  points  out,  that  we  are  fully  aware  of  now — are  we  going  to 
drastically  cut  acreages,  thus  hurting  some  of  the  areas  that  produce, 
historically,  maybe  one  or  two  crops  at  the  best  in  the  geography  of 
the  country,  and  adapt  to  it,  or  are  we  going  to  cushion  it  as  you  sug¬ 
gest,  sir,  between  those  two  figures  that  are  represented  in  the  types 
of  legislation  before  us  and  over  in  the  House?  This  is  going  to  be 
a  troublesome  proposition.  But  somebody  has  got  to  have  courage  to 
face  it,  whether  we  do  it  by  degrees  or  whether  we  do  it  by  one  fell 
swoop.  That  is  what  is  going  to  be  pretty  tough  for  somebody  to 
take.  But  we  are  going  to  have  to  get  rid  of  these  surpluses  and  still 
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maintain  that  margin  of  safety  that  we  should  have  in  a  world  that  is 
yet  on  the  teeter-totter,  little  tinder-box  stage. 

I  for  one  believe  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  face  up  to  it.  But 
we  are  going  to  have  to  take  a  somewhat  different  view  than  has  been 
expressed  here  before  by  some  of  those  who  in  their  judgment  and  wis¬ 
dom  think  that  the  State  Department’s  position  is  correct,  which  is  a 
view  that  I  do  not  agree  with. 

Senator  Mundt.  Which  reminds  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think 
there  is  much  hope  in  this,  but  it  is  worth  trying.  Since  we  last  had 
the  State  Department  testifying  on  this,  Mr.  Linder,  its  economic  chief, 
has  resigned  and  we  have  a  new  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  from 
Nebraska.  I  am  discouraged  to  hope  for  much  from  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  but  we  ought  to  give  him  a  whirl,  get  him  here  to  testify 
on  these  problems  and  see  what  he  says. 

Senator  Young.  We  are  spending  about  $500  million  a  year  helping 
the  French  in  Indochina.  I  suggest  that  about  $60  million  of  wheat 
that  we  are  giving  to  Pakistan  will  do  a  whole  lot  more  to  stop  com¬ 
munism  and  build  good  will  in  Asia  than  $500  million  that  we  are 
spending  in  Indochina. 

Senator  Anderson.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  mean  to  break 
in  on  Dr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  am  enjoying  it.  Go  right  ahead. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  conld  not  agree  with  my  colleagues  any  more. 
Senator  Schoeppel  and  Senator  Mundt  and  Senator  Young  and  I,  we 
all  want  to  get  rid  of  this.  We  all  tried  to  do  something  about  it. 
When  you  try  to  do  it  you  run  into  the  official  position  that  that  is  not 
the  way  to  go  about  it. 

Yes,  it  costs  some  money.  Suppose  it  costs  us  $100  million  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  a  terrific  surplus  that  we  have  on  hand.  The  American 
farmer,  if  he  is  just  breaking  even,  does  not  put  any  money  into  the 
income-tax  department  of  this  Government.  When  he  starts  to  make 
money,  he  pays  income  tax  on  that,  all  the  little  merchants  in  his 
hometown  start  paying  income  tax,  they  begin  to  buy  equipment. 

It  is  one  of  those  things  that  we  talked  about  that  we  speak  of  as 
velocity  of  trade,  being  more  important  than  the  immediate  volume 
of  it.  I  can’t  help  but  believe  that  if  we  find  some  way  of  moving  out 
these  tremendous  accumulations  rather  than  saying  we  are  going  to 
store  it  in  the  street,  we  would  be  a  whole  lot  better  off. 

I  do  not  completely  disagree  with  your  two-price  system ;  I  am  not 
completely  sold  on  it,  but  I  am  completely  sold  on  the  idea  that  is 
behind  it,  namely,  that  you  cannot  just  suddenly  stop  the  production 
of  wheat  in  these  areas  that  are  producing  wheat. 

I  don’t  mean  to  do  that.  I  say  if  you  are  not  going  to  have  any 
other  program,  then  you  have  only  an  alternative.  It  does  seem  to 
me  that  the  State  Department  might  move  it.  I  go  back,  if  I  may, 
to  the  situation  that  arose  on  cotton,  with  which  you  are  very  familiar. 
I  do  not  have  to  tell  you  that  the  State  Department  fought  me  every 
inch  of  the  road  while  I  disposed  of  7  million  bales  of  cotton  outside 
the  United  States.  It  was  all  wrong,  it  was  all  silly,  and  now  we  see 
somebody  getting  up  on  the  floor  and  saying  “The  Government  made 
$200  million  trading  in  cotton.” 

They  have  forgotten  about  all  the  opposition  the  State  Department 
had  to  the  shipment  of  this  cotton  around  the  country.  We  did  not 
have  good  security,  nothing  was  right  about  it.  But  it  got  it  off  the 
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market  and  the  price  of  cotton  in  the  United  States  began  to  move 
up  because  the  farmer  was  dealing  in  a  free  market.  I  will  tell  you,  if 
you  get  rid  of  a  lot  of  these  wheat  surpluses,  the  wheat  farmer  in  this 
country  will  get  a  whole  lot  better  deal  than  he  is  going  to  get  if  you 
start  storing  wheat  on  the  ground. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  would  say,  Senator,  to  get  rid  of  the  surpluses  we 
have,  which  we  must  get  rid  of  and  which  we  are  going  to  have  added 
to  next  year  almost  certainly,  would  mean  income  to  this  country 
regardless  of  how  you  got  rid  of  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  agree  with  you. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  think  it  would  mean  income  to  this  country  and 
enormous  increase  in  our  goodwill.  That  is  the  reason  why  the 
Grange  is  taking  the  position  we  are  in  this  bill,  even  though,  as  we 
constantly  bring  up,  we  believe  there  is  a  much  better  way  of  support¬ 
ing  prices.  May  I  say  that  I  have  often  been  convinced  that  the  only 
program  that  would  satisfy  the  State  Department  for  agriculture  in 
this  country  would  be  no  program  at  all ;  no  program  at  all. 

I  think  they  would  be  satisfied  with  that.  I  think  they  are  going 
to  oppose  nearly  any  program  you  devise  to  try  to  bring  parity  and 
equity  to  the  American  farmers. 

Senator  Young.  Following  up  the  good  statement  made  by  Senator 
Anderson,  I  think  close  to  50  percent  of  all  the  people  in  the  United 
States  live  in  cities  and  towns  of  less  than  2,500  population,  who  are 
directly  dependent  on  agriculture,  or  on  the  farms.  They  represent 
tremendous  purchasing  power  when  farm  prices  are  good.  If  these 
people  have  no  purchasing  power  we  are  bound  to  have  a  depression. 

Senator  Anderson.  Always. 

Mr.  Sanders.  To  summarize  the  position  of  the  National  Grange  on 
S.  2099,  we  would  say  that  although  we  would  prefer  not  to  find  it 
necessary  to  support  such  ameliorating  provisions  of  a  program  of 
restriction,  but  since  we  find  it  necessary  to  live  with  such  a  law  for 
the  time  being,  we  are  certainly  in  favor  of  introducing  the  desired 
flexibility  and  adjustments  whch  are  carried  in  the  currently  con¬ 
sidered  law. 

Before  closing  this  statement  I  would  like  to  bring  out  some  striking 
evidence  of  the  violence  that  control  of  production,  rigidly  and  uni¬ 
formly  applied  to  all  States  alike,  can  do  in  the  case  before  your  com¬ 
mittee.  Keep  in  mind  also  that  the  great  harm  done  to  economically 
sound  production  as  between  States  is  accentuated  when  the  system  of 
control  is  applied  on  the  basis  of  a  rigid  historical  pattern  to  individual 
growers. 

The  attached  table  shows  the  change  in  average  acres  sown  to  wheat 
from  the  1937-39  acreage  compared  with  1952  acreage,  for  the  11 
States  where  major  increases  occurred  compared  to  the  changes  in  the 
remainder  of  the  country.  These  markedly  varying  changes  in  wheat 
production  are  largely  the  results  of  economic  forces  and  the  choice  in 
crops  produced  by  farm  managers.  That  is  the  free  choice  of  mana¬ 
gers  in  producing  what  they  desire  to  produce. 

Daring  this  period  little  control  has  been  exercised.  It  will  be 
noticed  that  for  the  11  States  total  acres  sown  increased  37  percent  by 
1952  compared  with  a  decrease  of  20  percent  in  all  other  States  com¬ 
bined.  In  1952  the  11  States  showing  marked  increase  under  free 
choice  by  producers,  produced  almost  three-fourths — 73.1  percent — 
of  the  Nation’s  wheat. 
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It  is  difficult  to  imagine  the  violence  that  would  have  been  done  to 
sound  farm  management  and  sound  use  of  the  Nation’s  wheatlands 
had  rigid  control  been  in  force  during  this  entire  period.  Likewise,  it 
is  clear  that  if  control  is  to  be  instituted  for  the  crop  year  1954,  and 
allotments  to  States  are  to  be  based  on  the  10-year  average  figures, 
much  of  the  adjustment  that  has  taken  place  (a  37  percent  increase  in 
the  11  States  and  a  20  percent  decline  in  all  other  States  combined) 
would  be  ignored  or  would  be  seriously  violated. 

Fortunately  our  Nation  and  the  world  did  not  suffer  this  violence  to 
sound  wheat  and  food  production  during  these  years  because  we  were 
passing  through  a  great  world  crisis  during  which  all  the  wheat  we 
could  produce  was  needed.  As  a  result  economic  forces  pointed  the 
way  clearly  to  where  it  was  sound  to  produce  this  additional  needed 
wheat.  Are  we  to  now  perpetuate  this  violence  when  readjustment  is 
needed,  and  which  readjustment  must  be  done  under  a  totally  ill- 
adapted  price-support  structure? 

Recent  figures  released  by  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization 
of  the  United  Nations  reveal  the  fact  that  compared  with  prewar  we 
have  in  the  world  15  percent  more  people  to  feed  with  only  11  percent 
more  food.  In  short,  we  are  definitely  losing  the  race  with  hunger,  to 
say  nothing  about  overcoming  unrest  by  increasing  the  amount  of  food 
per  capita  for  a  world  in  which  at  least  two-tliirds  of  its  people  are 
hungry  and  ill-fed.  This  situation  of  hunger  is  the  raw  material  out 
of  which  communism  is  springing  up  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

In  the  fact  of  this  backdrop,  the  decision  now  before  this  committee 
on  restricting  total  wheat  production,  the  decision  on  shifting  produc¬ 
tion  in  greater,  proportions,  from  the  lands  on  which  it  is  best  adapted, 
than  it  is  shifted  from  the  lands  on  which  it  is  less  adapted,  takes  on  a 
significance  that  is  global  and  is  not  confined  to  the  farm  fences  of  the 
individual  farmer.  You  who  have  this  decision  indeed  have  a  grave 
responsibility. 

As  a  nation  we  are  saddled  with  a  price-support  mechanism  that 
makes  it  impossible  to  avoid  this  grave  error,  since  we  cannot  abandon 
price  support  to  farmers  who  have  already  suffered  a  serious  income 
slump.  The  National  Grange  knows  of  no  way  out  of  this  predica¬ 
ment  under  present  price-support  laws ;  a  sound  two-price,  or  multiple- 
price,  system  of  support  is  the  only  way  out,  it  seems  to  us.  Under 
such  a  system  we  could  live  with  our  abundance  and  could  make  it  a 
blessing  to  all  mankind  instead  of  facing  it  as  a  curse  both  at  home 
and  abroad. 
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(The  table  referred  to  above  follows:) 

Change  in  the  acres  sown  to  wheat  from  the  1937-39  average  to  1052,  and  the 
1952  production  of  wheat,  .for  the  11  major  wheat  States  and  for  the  United 
States 

[From  TT.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  sources) 


State 

Acres  sown 

Percentage 
increase  or 
decrease 

Produc¬ 
tion  in 
1952 

Percent  of  United 
States  total  1952 

1937-39 

average 

1952 

Acres 

Produc¬ 

tion 

Million 

In  millions  of  acres 

Percent  1 

bushels 

Colorado _ _ _ 

1.2 

3.8 

219 

54 

4.9 

4.3 

Idaho. _ _ 

1.1 

1.6 

53 

41 

2. 1 

3.3 

Kansas . .  ...  ..  _ 

12  5 

15. 1 

21 

308 

19.5 

23. 9 

Montana . 

3.5 

6.2 

77 

84 

8.0 

6.5 

Nebraska _ _ 

3.8 

4.6 

20 

98 

5.9 

7.6 

North  Dakota. .  ...  .  ..  ... 

7.8 

10.6 

36 

100 

13.7 

7.7 

Oklahoma _ _  _ 

4.8 

6.3 

31 

107 

8. 1 

8.3 

Oregon _ _  .  .  ...  _  ... 

9.0 

1.1 

21 

31 

1.4 

2.4 

Texas _ _ _.  .. 

3.5 

5.0 

42 

35 

6.5 

2.7 

Washington . . . .  . 

2.1 

3.0 

42 

80 

3.9 

6.2 

Wyoming...  . . .  .. 

.3 

.  4 

48 

6 

.5 

.5 

Total  11  States . . 

41.  5 

57.  7 

37 

944 

74.  5 

73. 1 

All  other  States _  ... 

24.5 

19.7 

2  20 

347 

25.5 

26.9 

All  States . . . 

66.0 

77.  4 

17 

1,  291 

100.0 

100.0 

If 

1  Percentage  increase  calculated  on  full  acreage  figures,  not  on  rounded  figures  in  two  previous  columns. 

2  Decrease. 


Mr.  Sanders.  The  table  I  have  here  reveals  the  percentage  increase 
in  the  various  States  of  these  11  principal  wheat-producing  States. 
You  will  see  that  Colorado  increased  its  production  3  times  what  it 
bad  as  an  average  from  1937  to  1939.  That  is,  it  increased  its  acreage. 
And  the  rest  of  them  increased  from  20  to  50  or  75  percent,  whereas 
the  opposite  has  taken  place  in  the  States  that  produce  a  fourth  of  the 
total  wheat  that  we  have  to  put  on  the  market  or  use  each  year. 

If  control  is  instituted  it  will  simply  reverse  that  trend  and  will 
apply  the  control  where  necessary  in  those  States  that  have,  in  response 
to  economic  demand,  increased  their  production  simply  because  they 
can  increase  it  to  an  advantage  over  any  alternative  crop,  whereas  the 
other  States  that  decreased  their  production  during  that  period  did  so 
because  they  could  not  produce  wheat  at  an  economic  advantage. 

Senator  Young.  Dr.  Sanders,  I  worry  about  controls  too,  but  I  woi'ry 
a  whole  lot  more  about  low  prices. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  worry  about  low  prices  probably  more  than  my  con¬ 
versation  would  indicate,  Senator.  But  I  do  worry  about  controls 
because  I  believe  that  we  will  eternally  have  the  problems  we  have  here 
today,  maybe  not  so  severe,  with  the  present  programs  that  we  have. 
I  believe  we  can  avoid  that  by  a  sensible  system  of  supporting  the 
domestic  portions  of  our  crop  at  whatever  price  we  think  is  wise  and 
permitting  the  surpluses  to  flow  out  into  the  world  market  and  actually 
vigorously  seek  markets  for  them  at  a  reasonable  price. 
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Senator  Young.  If  we  were  to  lower  the  price  of  wheat  or  any  other 
commodities  to  a  level  that  would  permit  us  to  meet  the  competition 
of  Communist  countries  or  the  Argentine  and  a  multiple-price  system, 
I  am  afraid  w7e  would  force  most  of  our  producers  out  of  business. 

Mr.  Sanders.  You  mean  if  we  did  that  for  all  the  wheat  they  pro¬ 
duce.  We  most  certainly  would. 

Senator  Young.  Of  course  in  effect  we  have  a  two-price  system 
for  wheat  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  for  part  of  our 
production.  But  that  is  not  a  too  satisfactory  arrangement  either. 
I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  merit  to  the  two-price  or  multiple-price 
system  proposals.  I  think  they  should  be  studied. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Senator,  far  be  it  from  me  to — I  may  say  it  may  be 
pretty  bold,  but  I  really  believe  the  committees  ought  to  be  studying 
the  alternative  price  supports  very  seriously  during  the  rest  of  this 
session  if  they  can  find  time.  I  don’t  think  we  ought  to  postpone 
it  entirely  until  the  next  session  because  the  next  session  will  be  not 
long  enough  to  give  the  serious  consideration  to  what  we  should  do 
about  this  that  we  need  to  give  to  it. 

I  personally  would  like  very  well  to  see  us  examine  the  various 
proposed  types  of  supports  and  compare  them,  and  see  their  weaknesses 
and  merits.  I  believe  it  would  do  us  all  good. 

Senator  Youjup.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Senator  Schoeppel.  No  questions,  thank  you. 

Senator  Young.  If  not,  thank  you  very  much,  Dr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  3rou. 

Senator  Young.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Gus  Geissler,  assistant  to 
the  president  of  the  National  Farmers  Union. 

STATEMENT  OF  GUS  F.  GEISSLER,  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION 

Senator  Young.  Gus,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  have  you  appear  before  this 
committee.  I  would  like  to  say  to  the  committee  that  Gus  Geissler 
was  a  farmer  not  far  from  where  I  farmed  in  North  Dakota.  He 
started  out  on  the  original  AAA  committee  in  Stutsman  County  as 
I  did  in  LaMoure  County.  I  got  to  know  him  later  when  he  was 
one  of  the  State  PMA  committeemen. 

Mr.  Geissler.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  prepared  state¬ 
ment  and  with  your  permission  I  would  like  to  read  it. 

Senator  Young.  Proceed. 

Mr.  Geissler.  I  appear  in  support  of  S.  2099,  with  certain  changes 
and  additions  to  be  hereinafter  suggested.  The  minimum  national 
acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  in  section  5  we  would 
recommend  should  be  66  million  acres  instead  of  only  62  million  acres, 
which  is  the  way  the  House  bill  is  on  this  item. 

We  favor  the  66  million  acre  figure  for  two  major  reasons.  First, 
we  do  not  believe  that  the  Nation  at  this  time  should  take  deliberate 
action  to  reduce  the  existing  safety  reserve  of  wheat.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  we  should  maintain  at  least  an  acreage  that,  with  normal  yields, 
will  maintain  the  present  supply  level.  The  66  million  acres  will,  if 
average  conditions  prevail,  produce  a  crop  that  will  neither  increase 
nor  decrease  our  reserves,  but  will  leave  us  with  a  supply  of  wheat  at 
the  end  of  1954  approximately  equal  to  the  supply  at  the  beginning 
of  the  year. 
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Senator  Young.  You  believe  the  66  million  acres  would  maintain 
our  present  carryover  ? 

Mr.  Geissler.  I  believe  that  was  brought  out  this  morning,  that 
66  million  acres  at  the  national  average  yield  over  the  past  5  years 
or  so,  would  produce  a  little  less  than  a  billion  bushels,  and  the  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  annual  requirements  of  the  Department  is  about  a  billion 
bushels. 

We  also  favor  the  66  million  acre  figure  because  it  avoids  the  many 
difficult  problems  that  would  be  involved  in  a  too  drastic  readjustment 
in  the  agricultural  economy  of  the.  wheat  producing  areas.  The 
smaller  acreage  reduction  required  by  a  66  million  acre  minimum,  as 
compared  with  a  62  million  acre  minimum  in  this  bill  or  the  55  million 
figure  in  existing  legislation,  will  contribute  to  a  more  stable  agri¬ 
culture.  Many  of  the  wheat  producers  of  the  Great  Plains  and  Pacific- 
Northwest  have  already  set  aside  their  summer  fallow  and  fields  for 
1953.  These  lands  will  be  available  for  wheat  production  in  1954.  If. 
however,  acreage  cuts  are  too  severe  in  a  single  year,  these  producers 
will  be  faced  with  allowing  such  lands  to  lie  idle  or  to  re-summer- 
fallow  them  for  a  second  year.  Likewise,  a  drastic  cut  of  wheat 
acreage  in  other  areas  would  greatly  disrupt  established  farm  rotations. 

I  also  regret  that  the  bill  does  not  include  revision  of  marketing 
quota  and  acreage  allotment  legislation  respecting  corn. 

I  need  not  remind  the  members  of  this  committee,  you  already  know, 
our  Nation  has  won  more  victories  over  communism  with  food  than 
we  have  with  shells.  It  looks  now  as  if  this  may  be  even  more  true 
in  the  future. 

As  important  as  are  the  ordinary  economic  and  domestic  reasons  for 
maintaining  an  adequate  safety  reserve  of  wheat  and  feed  grain,  they 
are,  in  my  opinion,  overshadowed  by  the  importance  of  food  in  the 
international  political  and  psychological  struggle.  Dealing  with 
wheat  production  and  reserve  supply  policies  you  are  dealing  with 
national  security  policies  just  as  surely  as  if  you  were  considering 
appropriations  for  the  military  establishment. 

To  take  this  factor  adequately  into  account,  in  our  judgment,  means 
that  we  should  provide  for  the  development  and  maintenance  of  safety 
reserves  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  somewhat  above  normal  safety 
reserve  requirements.  We  should  establish  a  special  reserve  that  will 
be  available  to  meet  unforeseen  contingencies  that  may  arise  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  cold  war. 

Looking  at  our  experience  over  the  past  15  years,  when  several  times 
we  had  large  wheat  and  corn  reserves,  I  am  impressed  by  the  fact  that 
history  turned  out  to  show  that  those  reserves  were  a  blessing.  Every 
time  we’ve  had  them,  we’ve  needed  them.  Who  today  would  want  to 
predict  with  certainty  that  we  shall  not  have  production  failures  or 
so-called  abnormal  demands  in  the  future?  For  the  Nation  to  be 
definitely  certain  that  the  free  world  will  not  be  caught  dangerously 
short  of  food  and  feed  grains,  the  United  States  should  maintain  a 
safety  reserve  larger  than  450  million  bushels  of  wheat  and  900  million 
bushels  of  corn  and  other  feed  grains. 

Existing  legislation  does  not  allow  for,  nor  encourage,  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  safety  reserves  at  anywhere  near  this  level. 
Under  existing  legislation,  if  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  are  pro¬ 
claimed,  the  national  acreage  allotment  must  be  set  at  an  acreage  that, 
with  average  yields,  the  reserve  supply  will  be  reduced  to  approxi- 
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mately  330  million  bushels,  more  than  200  million  bushels  short  of  even 
normal  safety  requirements.  Existing  legislation  also  requires  a  cut 
in  corn  acreage  to  that  required  to  reduce  total  corn  supply  to  an 
unrealistically  low  supply  level,  in  the  event  that  corn  marketing 
quotas  should  be  proclaimed. 

We  do  not  believe  that  would  be  a  wise  action  at  this  juncture  of  the 
cold  war  to  allow  our  reserves  to  be  cut.  We  cannot  perceive  with 
sufficient  clarity  what  abnormal  demands  may  be  placed  upon  our 
grain  supply  within  the  next  12  to  14  months.  Moreover,  this  Nation 
should  not  in  my  opinion,  willingly  give  its  detractors  the  opportunity 
to  say  that  the  United  States  is  deliberately  cutting  down  on  food 
production  at  a  time  when  there  are  so  many  hungry  people  in  the 
world. 

From  this  standpoint  alone,  if  no  other,  there  is  sufficient  justifica¬ 
tion,  we  think,  to  restrain  ourselves  from  great  wheat  acreage  cuts  at 
any  point  short  of  a  superabundance  commensurate  with  our  domestic 
and  international  requirements.  My  own  feeling  is  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  should  not  proclaim  either  marketing  quotas  or  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat  or  corn  to  be  harvested  in  1954  and  I  say  that  by 
qualifying  to  this  extent:  If  we  can  work  out  methods  of  getting  these 
supplies  to  hungry  people  in  other  parts  of  the  world. 

Senator  Anderson.  What  would  you  feel  would  be  planted  ?  It  was 
about  78  million  acres  last  year. 

Mr.  Geissler.  My  guess  would  be  about  74  or  75  million  acres. 

Senator  Anderson.  Do  you  have  any  idea  how  much  that  would  add 
to  our  surplus  ? 

Mr.  Geissler.  It  would  add  to  our  surplus  on  normal  production  to 
the  extent  that  you  multiply  normal  yield  by  the  acreage  above  66 
million.  I  am  saying  what  I  said  here,  Senator,  in  the  context  of 
what  has  been  discussed  here  already,  that  if  we  used  the  abundance 
of  production  in  this  country  in  our  work  with  foreign  nations  and 
in  our  fight  against  communism  and  all  that  sort  of  thing,  if  we  could 
work  out  ways  of  doing  that  and  did  work  it  out,  then  I  think  it 
would  be  a  wise  thing  for  us  to  use  this  production  to  the  maximum 
in  line  with  good  land  use  and  all  that  sort  of  thing  to  build  better 
relations  with  foreign  countries. 

However,  I  realize  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  have  rea¬ 
son  to  view  the  implications  of  this  situation  somewhat  differently 
and  find  that  in  good  conscience  he  cannot  utilize  the  emergency 
provisions. 

He  may,  therefore,  proclaim  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  and  call 
for  a  referendum  vote  of  the  producers,  on  whether  or  not  quotas 
should  go  into  effect. 

The  alternatives  that  woidd,  in  that  event,  be  put  up  to  farmers 
would  be  this,  in  my  opinion.  They  coidd  vote  down  quotas,  thus 
accepting  a  wheat  price  support  of  50  percent  of  parity — about  $1.20 
per  bushel.  Or  they  could  vote  for  quotas  that  call  for  a  very  heavy 
cut  in  acreage,  for  a  drastic  reduction  in  the  Nation’s  safety  reserve  of 
good  grains  but  with  the  assurance  of  a  90-percent-of-parity  support 
price. 

Farmers  know  they  cannot  produce  wheat  at  $1.29  per  bushel;  they 
also  know  that  to  cut  acreage  by  the  extent  required  by  present  law 
would  be  to  take  an  unnecessary  risk  with  national  security.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  say  to  you,  wheat  producers  should  not  be  required  to 
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make  a  choice  between  such  undesirable  extreme  alternatives.  Even 
more  importantly,  the  Nation  cannot,  in  wisdom  and  safety,  afford 
to  risk  the  results  of  requiring  farmers  to  adopt  either  of  these 
alternatives. 

Enactment  of  legislation  providing  for  a  66-million-acre  minimum 
wheat  acreage  in  1954  would  allow  farmers  to  vote  for  quotas  without 
such  drastic  reductions  in  their  acreages  and  without  subjecting  the 
Nation  to  such  a  grave  risk  to  national  welfare  and  security  as  would 
be  involved  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  the  wheat  reserve  to  330  million 
bushels  or  to  a  minimum  of  only  62  million  acres. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  urge  enactment  and  approval  of  the 
provisions  of  an  amended  version  of  S.  2099,  with  a  66-million-acre 
minimum,  prior  to  J uly  1  of  this  year,  the  date  on  which  the  question 
of  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  must  be  finally  decided  by  the  Secretary. 

Moreover,  I  hope,  and  respectfully  urge,  that  Congress  add  addi¬ 
tional  provisions  to  this  bill,  consistent  with  its  intent,  on  its  way 
through  the  legislative  process.  Specifically,  it  would,  in  our  judg¬ 
ment,  be  wise  at  this  time  to  revise  the  definitions  of  normal  supply  of 
wheat  and  corn  to  provide  for  larger  carryover  allowances  and  to 
establish  a  special  contingency  reserve  for  protection  against  unusual 
needs  that  may  arise  in  connection  with  the  troubled  international 
situation. 

In  this  regard,  we  support  the  principles  of  the  resolution  introduced 
by  Senators  Mundt,  Carlson,  Young,  Langer,  Schoeppel,  Welker,  and 
Thve  which  would  raise  the  carryover  allowance  in  the  normal  supply 
of  wheat  from  15  percent  of  domestic  consumption  and  exports  to  30 
percent  and  for  corn  from  10  percent  to  20  percent,  while  leaving  the 
allowance  for  excess  to  remain  at  20  percent  of  normal  supply. 

We  also  support  the  principles  of  the  bill  introduced  by  Senators 
Humphrey,  Kerr,  and  Murray,  that  arrive  at  about  the  same  result 
by  raising  the  carryover  allowance  in  normal  supply  of  wheat  to  45 
percent — and  of  corn  to  30  percent — while  reducing  the  excess  allow¬ 
ance  to  5  percent. 

In  connection  with  this  proposed  legislation,  we  also  endorse  the 
general  idea  of  establishing  a  special  presidential  contingency  reserve 
in  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Here  would  be  set  aside,  up  to  an 
amount  equal  to  20  percent  of  domestic  consumption  and  exports,  any 
wheat  in  the  total  supply  that  is  above  125  percent  of  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  plus  exports. 

The  wheat  in  this  contingency  reserve  would  be  insulated  from  the 
normal  market  by  safeguards  that  will  prevent  its  sale  or  disposal  un¬ 
til  the  total  supply  of  wheat  or  corn  has  dropped  to  less  than  75  per¬ 
cent  of  normal  supply,  or  at  such  time  as  the  President  may  determine 
that  wheat  to  meet  national  security  or  foreign  policy  needs  is  not 
otherwise  available.  This  contingency  reserve  would  also  be  available 
to  serve  as  the  United  States  contribution  to  whatever  international 
food  or  famine  reserve  the  free  nations  may  in  the  future  establish. 

Setting  up  this  presidential  contingency  reserve  would  insure  that 
this  stored  grain  would  not  have  any  disturbing  or  burdening  effect 
upon  the  regular  grain  markets. 

Moreover,  and  just  as  importantly,  the  establishment  of  specially 
earmarked  grain  reserve  would  have  the  added  advantage  of  announc¬ 
ing  to  the  world  that,  as  a  Nation,  the  United  States  does  specifically 
recognize  the  importance  of  food  for  emergencies,  and  that  we  have 
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made  direct  provision  to  do  our  part  to  provide  for  the  food  safety 
of  the  free  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  in  my  statement,  I  should  like,  with 
your  permission,  to  submit  for  the  record  of  these  hearings,  the  origi¬ 
nal  recommendation  made  by  National  Farmers  Union  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  of  wheat  and  corn  marketing  quotas. 

It  is  a  letter  forwarded  on  May  11  from  President  James  G.  Patton, 
of  National  Farmers  Union,  to  Congressman  Clifford  Hope,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

I  also  request,  Mr.  Chairman,  your  permission  to  insert  in  the 
record,  letters  from  Farmers  Union  members  and  officials  regarding 
the  proposed  legislation. 

(The  document  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Mat  11,  1953. 

Congressman  Clifford  Hope, 

Chairman,  House  Agriculture  Committee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Hope  :  Estimates  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicate 
that  the  carryover  stocks  of  wheat  as  of  July  1,  1953,  will  be  approximately 
575  million  bushels.  Under  present  legislation  this  level  of  carryover  would 
require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  acreage  allotments  for  the  1954 
crop  year  and  also  proclaim  marketing  quotas.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  National 
Farmers  Union  that  the  reserve  levels  provided  in  the  current  legislation  are 
inadequate  to  assure  safe  supplies  of  wheat  at  all  time  under  present  conditions, 
both  domestic  and  international.  We  are,  therefore,  recommending  that  the 
reserve  level  be  increased  by  changing  the  amount  that  is  added  to  estimate 
requirements  both  domestic  and  for  export  from  the  present  15  percent  to  30 
percent  in  arriving  at  the  normal  supply  as  prescribed  by  law,  and  that  neither 
acreage  allotments  or  marketing  quotas  be  put  into  effect  unless  the  normal 
supply  is  exceeded  by  20  percent  as  provided  in  the  present  law.  I  need  not 
remind  you  of  the  practice  in  past  years  of  wheat  stocks  in  backing  up  the  foreign 
policy — India,  Yugoslavia,  and  now  Pakistan.  Just  suppose  Thailand  should 
fall ;  I’m  hopeful  it  will  not,  but  suppose  it  would.  That  would  create  a  sudden 
and  immediate  need  for  a  great  increase  in  food-grain  exports  to  Japan  and  else¬ 
where  in  Asia. 

We  also  recommend  that  a  similar  increase  in  the  reserve  level  of  corn  be 
provided  by  increasing  the  present  10  percent  added  to  the  requirement  figure  in 
arriving  at  normal  supplies  to  20  percent.  We  also  recommend  that  both  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  become  effective  simultaneously  on  the  basis 
of  the  above-recommended  formula. 

Under  present  legislation  acreage  allotments  may  become  effective  when 
marketing  quotas  would  not  be  called  for.  In  the  late  thirties  and  the  early 
forties  acreage  allotments  on  several  occasions  were  put  in  effect  when  it  was 
necessary  to  proclaim  marketing  quotas.  However,  you  will  remember  that 
at  that  time  production  adjustment  and  parity  payments  were  made  to  farmers 
who  complied  with  acreage  allotments.  Eligibility  for  price  support  was  also 
conditioned  upon  compliance  with  acreage  allotments. 

Since  production  adjustment  payments  and  parity  payments  are  not  in  effect 
now  the  only  penalty  for  not  complying  with  acreage  allotments  would  be  ineligi¬ 
bility  for  price  supports.  Under  these  conditions  it  is  our  opinion  that  if  acreage 
allotments  were  in  effect  without  marketing  quotas  there  would  be  a  high  degree 
of  noncompliance  which  would  result  in  a  high  percentage  of  crops  being  ineligible 
for  price  supports  and  would  place  an  undue  burden  upon  the  price-support 
program  covering  the  eligible  wheat.  It  is  quite  probable  that  the  market  prices 
under  these  conditions  would  consistently  be  at  levels  substantially  below  the 
price-support  level  and  would  result  in  all  wheat  and  corn  placed  under  loan  or 
purchase  agreement  under  price  supports  becoming  the  property  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  It  is  for  these  reasons  that  we  recommend  that 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  become  effective  on  the  basis  of  a 
supply  20  percent  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply. 
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We  invite  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  under  the  present  legislation  covering 
marketing  quotas  there  is  no  penalty  provided  for  producing  in  excess  of  the 
farmer’s  marketing  quota.  We  believe  that  this  was  inadvertently  overlooked 
in  the  review  of  the  legislation  several  years  ago.  If  marketing  quotas  are  to  be 
effective  there  obviously  must  be  a  penalty  for  exceeding  the  quotas. 

Time  is  of  the  essence.  Under  the  law  the  Secretary  is  required  to  proclaim 
marketing  quotas  no  later  than  July  1  of  the  year  preceding  the  crop  year  for 
which  marketing  quotas  are  to  be  in  effect,  and  that  acreage  allotments  must  be 
determined  and  announced  no  later  than  July  15  and  that  a  referendum  must  be 
held  in  which  eligible  farmers  are  given  the  opportunity  to  express  their  wishes 
in  regard  to  marketing  quotas  not  later  than  July  25.  On  the  basis  of  present 
estimates  our  suggested  amendment  would  probably  obivate  the  necessity  for 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  for  the  1954  crop  year.  However, 
until  the  legislation  is  changed  the  Department  must  proceed  to  determine 
National,  State,  county,  and  farm  allotments. 

This  entails  a  great  deal  of  work  and  considerable  expense  to  the  Government. 
If  action  could  be  taken  on  the  suggested  amendment  it  would  undoubtedly  be 
possible  to  save  these  costs. 

Sincerely, 


James  G.  Patton, 

President,  National  Farmers  Union. 


Farmers  Union  Educational  &  Cooperative  of  America, 

Kansas  Farmers  Union, 
Topeka,  Kans.,  June  15,  1953. 


Mr.  James  G.  Patton, 

President,  National  Farmers  Union, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Jim  :  The  Kansas  farmers,  particularly  the  Kansas  wheatgrowers,  are 
much  disturbed  about  the  pending  program  of  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas.  We  feel  that  a  law  designed  to  correct  an  unbalanced  condition  in 
agricultural  production  in  1938  (and  fell  far  short  of  doing  it)  certainly  needs 
some  changes  in  1953.  We  feel  that  under  present  unsettled  world  conditions 
due  largely  to  hunger,  that  Congress  should  place  a  greater  value  on  food  as  a 
weapon  for  world  peace.  We  also  feel  that  divine  providence  has  been  most 
generous  with  American  producers  of  food  through  the  past  decade  and  that 
we  cannot  in  the  light  of  experience  expect  these  favorable  conditions  to  continue 
indefinitely  to  serve  our  fast-growing  population. 

We  think  the  legal  reserve  carryover  established  in  1938  is  grossly  inadequate 
for  safety  and  security  in  1953.  We  favor  the  provisions  of  the  Mundt  bill  for 
doubling  the  legal  reserve  carryover  and  urge  our  Senators  to  support  it.  We 
favor  the  Hope  bill  for  less  drastic  reductions  in  seeded  acreage  and  the  exemp¬ 
tion  of  small  producers  (25  acres  or  less)  from  marketing  quotas  in  case  market¬ 
ing  quotas  are  invoked. 

With  the  proclaiming  of  marketing  quotas  under  the  present  law,  producers 
would  be  forced  to  choose  between  two  undesirable  alternatives.  They  could 
vote  for  quotas  and  take  a  very  heavy  cut  in  acreage  with  an  assurance  of  90 
percent  of  parity  support,  or  if  more  than  a  third  of  the  vote  was  against  quotas 
price  support  would  drop  to  50  percent  of  parity.  It  is  taking  a  calculated  risk 
on  which  way  producers  will  vote.  If  quotas  were  rejected  by  farmers  the  grain 
market  would  undoubtedly  follow  the  cattle  market  if  not  worse,  with  results 
that  we  do  not  like  to  think  about. 

Kansas  being  the  largest  wheat-producing  State  would  be  seriously  affected 
by  the  imposition  of  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  under  the  present 
law.  I  am  sure  the  Farmers  Union  is  expressing  the  sentiment  of  Kansas 
farmers  when  we  urge  the  Congress  to  bring  the  law  up  to  date  by  supporting 
the  provisions  of  the  Mundt  and  Hope  bills. 

Yours  very  sincerely, 


E.  T.  Fortune, 

President,  Kansas  Farmers  Union. 
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South  Dakota  Farmers  Union, 

Huron,  S.  Dale.,  June  16,  1953. 


Mr.  James  G.  Patton, 

President,  National  Farmers  Union, 

Denver,  Colo. 


Dear  Jim  :  You  may  use  tins  letter  as  you  see  fit  when  appearing  before  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  in  behalf  of  revising  legislation  dealing  with 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  for  wheat  and  corn. 

The  farmers  of  this  Nation  will  undoubtedly  be  faced  with  a  referendum  on 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas.  In  discussing  this  with  the  members 
of  the  South  Dakota  Farmers  Union,  which  numbers  upward  of  20,000  farm 
families,  we  find  that  they  are  supporting  House  Resolution  No.  5451  which  deals 
wdth  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments.  It  is  very  important  that  we 
bring  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  up  to  date  and  the  general 
feeling  is  that  a  more  adequate  reserve  should  be  provided  for,  and  that  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  66  million  wheat  acres  be  planted  in  1954  to  assure  this  Nation  and  the 
world  that  we  are  not  going  out  of  the  business  of  producing  wheat  for  food. 

We  also  feel  that  farmers  with  an  historic  acreage  of  25  acres  or  less  should 
not  be  required  to  comply  with  marketing  quotas  so  that  any  farmer  with  this 
small  an  acreage  would  not  be  required  to  vote  on  acreage  allotments  or  market¬ 
ing  quotas.  We  further  feel  that  the  400-bushel  requirement  should  be  stricken 
as  that  would  only  cause  confusion  and  added  administrative  costs. 

We  feel  that  Senator  Aiken’s  bill  of  a  minimum  of  62  million  acres  is  too 
drastic  a  cut  in  1  year  because  of  the  great  increase  in  population  and  so  many 
hungry  people  all  over  the  world  who  are  looking  to  the  United  States  for 
food,  and  further,  the  uncertain  situation  facing  us  relative  to  war  and  unrest 
all  over  the  world. 

We  agree  with  the  House  amended  penalty  clause  reducing  the  penalty  from 
50  percent  of  parity  to  45  percent  for  any  excess  marketing. 

The  farmers  are  also  conscious  of  the  fact  that  this  referendum  must  carry 
by  a  66%  percent  of  the  producers  and  if  this  percentage  is  not  favorable  the 
support  price  on  wheat  will  drop  on  the  1954  wheat  crop  to  50  percent  of  parity. 
They,  therefore,  feel  that  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  must 
carry  on  a  vigorous  campaign  to  warn  the  farmers  of  what  will  happen  if  they 
fail  to  vote.  On  the  other  hand,  if  they  do  vote  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  it  is  very  important  that  Congress  amend  the  present  law  as  not  to 
allow  such  a  drastic  cut  as  that  in  our  present  law,  because  either  way  will 
effect  very  adversely  the  wiieat  and  corn  farmers’  income  for  1954. 

Fraternally  yours, 


South  Dakota  Farmers  Union, 
Paul  W.  Opsahl,  President. 


Farmers  Educational  and  Cooperative  Union  of  America, 

Texas  Division, 
Groom,  Tex.,  June  16, 1953. 

Mr.  James  G.  Patton, 

President,  National  Farmers  Union, 

HfiO  New  York  Ave.  NW.,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  .Tim  :  In  regards  to  our  present  law  on  marketing  quotas,  which  has  not 
been  changed  in  any  wray  since  1939.  I  think  it  should  definitely  be  revised  for 
these  reasons.  Our  population  has  increased  considerably  since  then,  making 
an  automatic  increase  in  home  consumption  of  wheat,  also  we  have  more  com¬ 
mittments  to  ship  wheat  abroad  than  we  had  then.  This  coupled  with  our 
continued  world  tension,  and  need  of  wheat  in  the  countries  of  the  world,  where 
people  are  hungry,  to  me  definitely  indicates  that  our  reserves  should  be  in¬ 
creased  considerably.  If  these  reserves  are  not  increased  we  may  very  suddenly 
find  ourselves  short  of  wheat,  which  is  the  staff  of  life.  I  also  believe  that  if 
the  law  as  it  is  now'  is  not  changed  that  farmers  will  be  tempted  to  turn  down 
quotas,  because  of  the  large  cuts  in  acreage.  This  will  be  because  of  the  con¬ 
tinued  high  cost  of  production  despite  a  general  price  decline  in  farm  commodi¬ 
ties.  I  am  afraid  too  many  will  not  realize  that  if  they  turn  down  quotas  that 
the  price  support  wall  be  cut  to  50  percent  of  parity.  This  in  itself  will  bank¬ 
rupt  an  awful  lot  of  farmers. 

Farmers  have  too  much  money  tied  up  in  high-cost  equipment  and  other  pro¬ 
duction  costs  to  be  able  to  stand  a  25  to  35  percent  acreage  cut  and  leave  these 
acres  idle.  So  much  of  our  wheat  land  is  not  adaptable  to  other  crops,  this  would 
mean  an  automatic  cut  in  their  income  of  25  to  35  percent  which  they  cannot 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  57 


stand.  For  these  reasons  it  is  a  real  necessity  that  our  minimum  acreage  be 
increased  as  well  as  our  carryover  reserves. 

Almost  all  of  our  Texas  wheat  farmers  are  in  grave  financial  shape  now,  due 
to  4  years  of  continued  droughts.  We  will  have  rough  going  even  if  we  had  no 
cuts  in  acreage  for  next  year,  and  can  raise  some  crops  again.  There  should  be 
some  way  to  make  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  this  drought  area,  and  not  cut  our 
acreage  so  much,  percentagewise. 

I  hope  that  you  can  help  out  in  this  fight  to  raise  our  acreage  allotments,  also 
to  raise  our  reserves  to  a  more  adequate  level. 

Kindest  personal  regards. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 


Feed  Haiduk, 

President,  Texas  Farmers  Union. 


Mr.  Geissler.  I  appreciate  the  courtesy  of  the  committee  in  hearing 
this  statement,  and  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  on  this  very 
important  subject.  I  shall  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may 
have  within  my  competence. 

Senator  Young.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Senator  Mundt.  Do  you  have  any  proposed  amendment  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  legislation,  Mr.  Geisler,  which  might  provide  for  these 
increased  carryovers,  to  be  included  in  a  bill  to  he  introduced. 

Mr.  Geissler.  We  have  not  prepared  any,  but  we  would  be  happy 
to  do  so  if  the  committee  desires. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  think  the  committee  would  like  to  have  a  chance 
to  look  at  them. 

Mr.  Geissler.  They  would  be  the  same  thing. 

Senator  Mundt.  But  in  the  form  of  an  amendment  to  this  partic¬ 
ular  bill. 

Mr.  Geissler.  We  can  do  that  if  the  committee  desires. 

Senator  Young.  I  wonder  if  you  heard  the  discussion  this  morn¬ 
ing  relative  to  the  penalty  provisions  under  the  present  law  with 
respect  to  small  producers  of  15  or  20  acres  of  wheat  if  they  used  that 
wheat  for  feed  purposes  and  did  not  sell  it. 

Mr.  Geissler.  I  did. 

Senator  Young.  What  is  the  thinking  of  the  Farmers  Union?  Do 
you  think  the  present  provision  should  be  retained  or  should  it  be 
liberalized  so  that  producers  of  15,  20,  or  25  acres,  whatever  the 
number  is  determined  to  be,  could  use  that  wheat  for  feed  if  they  did 
not  sell  it,  without  penalty  ? 

Mr.  Geissler.  Our  position  would  be,  and  we  take  this  reluctantly 
because  we  are  not  very  enthusiastic  about  controls,  if  you  are  going 
to  have  controls  I  do  not  see  how  you  can  make  those  controls  effective 
without  controlling  all  parts  of  it. 

Actually  the  computation  as  to  what  your  allotment  should  be,  what 
your  quotas  should  be,  includes  wheat  for  feed,  wheat  for  seed,  and 
human  consumption  plus  export. 

Then  if  you  take  one  of  those  elements  out  of  there  and  free  the 
use  of  that  element,  you  would  of  course  add  to  your  total  supply 
of  wheat. 

The  other  thing,  of  course,  that  it  would  do  which  was  discussed 
many  times  in  considering  legislation  in  the  past,  is  that  it  would 
undoubtedly  force  an  unusual  amount  of  wheat  into  feed  and  thereby 
create  supply  complications  with  other  competing  feeds. 

The  corn  people,  for  example,  have  always  brought  that  particular 
question  up. 

Senator  Young.  You  were  State  administrator  of  PMA  and  State 
chairman.  You  were  also  regional  administrator  in  the  Denver 

office? 
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Mr.  Geissler.  Yes. 

Senator  Young.  And  also  president  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  Do  you  recall  much  bad  experience  with  respect  to  that 
provision  in  the  past  when  we  had  acreage  quotas? 

Mr.  Geissler.  No.  Of  course  we  had  our  normal  amount  of  com¬ 
plaints  but  I  do  not  think  the  complaints  from  the  people  who  wanted 
to  feed  their  production  were  any  greater  than  from  people  who 
thought  they  ought  to  be  able  to  market  their  excess  production.  Not 
as  far  as  I  can  remember,  at  least. 

Senator  Young.  Did  it  result  in  many  lawsuits? 

Mr.  Geissler.  In  proportion  to  the  total  number  of  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas  in  effect,  the  degree  of  noncompliance 
was  remarkably  low. 

There  were  some  losses  of  course.  You  understand  this:  If  a  man 
has  excess  wheat,  if  he  stores  that  and  seals  it  as  you  would  under 
loan,  and  leaves  it  in  there,  he  does  not  have  to  pay  any  penalty,  and 
he  is  also  given  permission  to  market  the  rest  of  his  crop  if  he  wants  to. 

Senator  Mundt.  From  your  experience,  do  you  think  the  expansion 
of  the  number  of  exempt  acres  to  25  would  help  materially  in  getting 
a  favorable  vote  on  this  adoption  of  the  quotas  ? 

Mr.  Geissler.  I  think,  Senator  Mundt,  that  it  would  help  greatly 
because  any  analysis  that  you  make  of  past  referendums  will  indicate 
that  your  unfavorable  votes  came  in  the  smaller  acreage  farm  States. 
Kansas,  for  example,  the  Dakotas,  the  west  coast  wheat  States,  voted 
a  very  high  percentage.  The  last  referendum  we  had,  the  State  of 
Kansas  voted  by  about  95  percent  favorably. 

North  and  South  Dakota  by  96  percent. 

Senator  Mundt.  It  seems  to  me  we  will  be  in  a  terrible  fix  if  we 
have  that  vote  and  it  is  rejected  and  goes  down  to  56  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  Geissler.  Yes,  sir.  A  year  from  now  we  would  be  very  un¬ 
happy. 

Senator  Anderson.  This  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  asked  the  attor¬ 
ney  from  the  Department  if  he  could  point  to  a  case  where  a  farmer 
had  been  brought  to  court  where  he  had  produced  only  for  his  own 
consumption. 

He  assured  me  that  that  was  the  case  in  Wickard  versus  Filburn.  I 
have  before  me  that  case,  317  U.  S.,  page  114,  where  it  points  out  that 
the  appellee  for  many  years  past  has  owned  and  operated  a  small 
farm  in  Montgomery  County,  Ohio,  maintaining  a  herd  of  dairy 
cattle,  selling  milk,  raising  poultry,  and  selling  poultry  and  eggs. 

It  has  been  the  practice  to  raise  a  small  acreage  of  winter  wheat, 
sown  in  the  fall  and  harvested  in  the  following  July;  to  sell  a  portion 
of  the  crop ;  to  feed  part  to  poultry  and  livestock  on  the  farm,  some 
of  which  is  sold,  to  use  some  in  making  flour  for  home  consumption ; 
and  to  keep  the  rest  for  the  following  seeding. 

This  was  a  farmer  selling  a  portion  of  the  crop.  I  think  it  is  going 
to  be  hard  to  find  a  case  where  that  is  not  the  situation. 

Senator  Young.  I  am  glad  you  inserted  that  in  the  record,  Senator. 
If  there  are  no  further  questions,  we  thank  you,  Mr.  Geissler. 

The  committee  will  stand  recessed  until  10  o’clock  tomorrow  morn¬ 
ing. 

(Whereupon,  at  4:10  p.  m.,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.  m.  Friday,  June  26, 1953.) 
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FRIDAY,  JUNE  26,  1953 

United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

W ashingrton,  D.  G. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  :  18  a.  m.,  in  room  321, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  George  D.  Aiken  (chairman)  pre¬ 
siding. 

Present:  Senators  Aiken  (chairman),  Young,  Mundt,  Schoeppel, 
Hoey,  Johnston,  and  Anderson. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  will  continue  the  hearing  on  S.  2099,  a  bill  to  amend  the  wheat 
marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes.  This  morning  we  are  to 
hear  the  recommendations  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 
They  are  to  be  presented  by  Mr.  Frank  K.  Woolley,  legislative  coun¬ 
sel,  who  is  accompanied  by  four  farm  bureau  presidents,  represent¬ 
ing  different  parts  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Woolley,  will  you  come  forward  and  tell  us  what  the  Farm 
Bureau  thinks  of  this  bill. 

STATEMENT  OE  FRANK  K.  WOOLLEY,  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL, 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION;  JOHN  TAYLOR,  PRESI¬ 
DENT,  OKLAHOMA  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION,  OKLAHOMA 
CITY,  OKLA. ;  R.  FLAKE  SHAW,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT  AND 
SECRETARY,  NORTH  CAROLINA  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION, 
GREENSBORO,  N.  C.;  RALPH  T.  GILLESPIE,  PRESIDENT,  WASH¬ 
INGTON  STATE  FARM  BUREAU,  SPOKANE,  WASH. ;  AND  CHARLES 
MARSHALL,  PRESIDENT,  NEBRASKA  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERA¬ 
TION,  LINCOLN,  NEBR. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Woolley,  will  you  proceed  with  your  state¬ 
ment  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  have  a  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  which, 
if  it  please  the  committee,  we  would  like  to  go  through. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Woolley.  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  represent¬ 
ing  1,492,210  farm  families  in  47  States  and  Puerto  Rico,  appreciates 
this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  organization  with  re¬ 
spect  to  S.  2099. 

We  want  particularly  to  commend  the  committee  for  holding  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  important  subject,  in  view  of  the  far-reaching  effect  that 
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this  legislative  action  may  have  on  the  economic  well-being  of  farm¬ 
ers  and  the  country  generally. 

The  importance  of  this  subject  is  attested  to  by  the  fact  that  a 
number  of  State  officials  of  farm  bureaus  have  seen  fit  to  take  time 
out  of  busy  schedules  to  come  to  Washington  and  give  you  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  their  experience  and  judgment  with  respect  to  this  subject. 
These  men  are:  Mr.  John  Taylor,  president  of  the  Oklahoma  Farm 
Bureau;  Mr.  R.  Flake  Shaw,  executive  vice  president  of  the  North 
Carolina  Farm  Bureau  Federation;  Mr.  Ralph  T.  Gillespie,  president 
of  the  Washington  State  Farm  Bureau;  and  Mr.  Charles  Marshall, 
president  of  the  Nebraska  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

With  the  permission  of  the  committee,  I  shall  make  a  general  pre¬ 
sentation  for  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  these  gen¬ 
tlemen  will  comment  on  certain  specific  aspects  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  If  it  would  please  the  committee  we  would  like  to  com¬ 
plete  these  general  statements  and  then  collectively  participate  in 
answering  any  questions  that  the  members  of  the  committee  might 
have  on  the  basis  of  whichever  one  of  us  might  have  the  information 
available. 

When  H.  R.  5451,  a  similar  bill  introduced  in  the  House,  came  to 
our  attention,  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  promptly  asked 
the  State  farm  bureaus  from  the  major  wheat-producing  areas  to 
send  representatives  to  a  meeting  in  Omaha,  Nebr.,  on  June  11,  for  the 
purpose  of  specifically  discussing  and  analyzing  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  and  recommending  to  the  board  of  directors  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  a  recommended  line  of  action. 

I  am  sure  that  you  are  familiar  with  the  fact  that  the  policies  of 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  are  formulated  through  the 
resolutions  process,  beginning  in  the  counties  and  then  moving  through 
the  States  and  finally  the  annual  national  convention.  The  voting 
delegates  from  the  47  States  and  Puerto  Rico  finally  set  the  pattern 
of  our  activities  for  the  ensuing  year.  Inasmuch  as  this  issue  had 
not  been  specifically  raised  in  our  resolutions  it  was  necessary  for  us 
to  convene  the  interested  States,  and  their  actions  were  approved 
by  the  executive  committee  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation.  Accordingly,  the  testimony  we  are  giving 
today  is  based  upon  the  thinking  of  the  wheat  producers  who  are 
members  of  the  State  organizations  making  up  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation. 

While  the  bill  before  the  committee  deals  with  the  question  of  pro¬ 
ducers’  responsibility  in  bringing  supplies  into  line  with  demand, 
it  also  touches  upon  other  serious  and  broad  aspects  of  the  adjustment 
program.  Before  commenting  on  the  detailed  provisions  of  the  bill, 
1  think  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  a  clear  understanding  of  our 
position  to  set  forth  the  background  and  philosophy  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  summarize  how  we 
have  reached  the  place  in  which  Ave  find  ourselves  today  with  respect 
to  wheat  supplies  and  prospective  markets. 

During  the  1920’s  and  early  1930’s  not  only  wheat  farmers  but 
farmers  generally  were  diligently  seeking  a  solution  to  their  problem 
of  finding  adequate  markets  to  absorb  their  production  at  a  fair  price. 
In  view  of  the  considerable  experience  that  this  committee  has  had 
with  this  problem,  I  am  confident  that  you  are  aware  of  its  broader 
aspects.  Therefore,  we  shall  summarize  this  background. 
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The  fundamental  provision  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  which  was  the  outgrowth  of  this  search  by 
farmers  for  a  solution  to  their  problems,  was  that  the  machinery  of 
Government  should  be  made  available  to  farmers  in  order  to  assist 
them  in  bringing  supplies  in  line  with  demand,  in  return  for  reason¬ 
able  price  supports.  It  was  recognized  that  to  keep  price  supports 
from  being  an  unreasonable  burden  on  the  Federal  Government  that 
producers  had  the  responsibility  of  keeping  supplies  in  line  with 
demand.  It  was  also  recognized  that  price  supports  should  not  be 
set  at  such  a  level  as  to  suspend  the  recording  of  people’s  wishes 
through  the  mechanism  of  the  market.  It  was  thought  when  the 
act  was  formulated  that  farmers  would  not  he  forced  to  submit  to 
dictation  by  the  Government  but  rather  would  have  the  choice,  through 
free  elections,  of  determining  the  broad  provisions  of  the  program, 
that  is,  restrictions  with  reasonable  price  supports  or  no  restrictions 
and  little,  if  any,  support.  The  first  effort  of  price  support  on  the 
part  of  the  Federal  Government  ended  in  failure  due  largely  to  the 
fact  that  no  mechanism  was  available  for  bringing  supplies  in  line 
with  demand. 

In  the  final  report  of  the  former  Federal  Farm  Board,  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement  appears: 

No  cooperative  system  can  successfully  accomplish  its  purposes  unless  pro¬ 
duction  is  coordinated  with  marketing  *  *  *.  Attempts  to  effect  production 

through  general  advice  *  *  *  but  without  definite  organization  for  the 

purpose  had  little  effect  *  *  *.  Experience  with  stabilization  thus  demon¬ 

strated  that  no  measure  for  improving  the  price  of  farm  products  other  than 
increasing  the  demand  of  consumers  can  be  effective  over  a  period  of  years  unless 
it  provides  a  more  definite  control  of  production  than  has  been  achieved  so  far. 

The  act.  of  1938  recognized  this  with  respect  to  wheat  and  section 
331  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

The  conditions  affecting  the  production  and  marketing  of  wheat  are  such 
that,  without  Federal  assistance,  farmers,  individually  or  in  cooperation,  cannot 
effectively  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such  surpluses  and  shortages  and  the  bur¬ 
dens  on  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  resulting  therefrom,  maintain  normal 
supplies  of  wheat,  or  provide  for  the  orderly  marketing  thereof  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1938  provided  for  price  supports  for  wheat 
of  from  52  to  75  percent  of  parity.  The  members  of  the  committee 
will  recall  what  happened  to  the  production  of  wheat,  and  particularly 
to  the  carryover  of  wheat,  while  this  provision  of  the  law  was  in  effect. 
In  1942  the  carryover  of  wheat  as  of  July  1  was  631  million  bushels, 
up  to  that  time  by  far  the  highest  in  history.  In  1943  it  was  619  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  As  we  all  recall  these  so-called  surpluses  at  that  time 
soon  turned  into  “strategic  reserves”  due  to  the  outbreak  of  World 
War  II. 

In  1942  the  Steagall  amendment  was  passed  providing  for  90  per¬ 
cent.  price  supports  on  the  basic  commodities  for  the  duration  of  the 
emergency  and  for  a  period  of  2  years  thereafter.  The  basic  reason¬ 
ing  was  that  the  2-year  period  after  the  emergency  was  provided  to 
give  producers  and  the  Congress  an  opportunity  to  develop  a  perma¬ 
nent,  long-range,  peacetime  agricultural  program  and  to  make  an  or¬ 
derly  adjustment  from  expanded  wartime  production  in  order  to  avoid 
a  -chaotic  situation  similar  to  the  one  we  experienced  after  World 
War  I. 
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Under  this  incentive  a  great  expansion  in  wheat  production  took 
place.  In  1942  the  harvested  acres  of  wheat  in  the  United  States 
were  about  53  million.  In  1945,  at  the  conclusion  of  hostilities  of 
World  War  II,  the  harvested  acres  of  wheat  were  approximately  69 
million.  The  readjustment  was  not  made,  partly  due  to  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  rigid  90  percent  dual  parity  price  supports  which  stim¬ 
ulated  production  in  excess  of  demand.  In  1952  the  harvested  acres 
of  wheat  were  over  7 T1/^  million  acres.  By  the  continuation  of  this 
wartime  measure  producers  have  been  encouraged  to  grow  wheat  in 
excess  of  any  genuine  market  demand. 

Attached  to  this  statement  is  a  table  setting  forth  the  supply  and 
distribution  of  wheat  in  the  United  States  from  1909  to  1952.  You 
might  just  look  at  that.  You  will  notice  in  column  (6)  that  the 
exports  of  wheat  were  highest  during  World  War  I,  World  War  II, 
and  immediately  after  the  war.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  1948  our 
exports  went  as  high  as  506  million  bushels.  The  average  annual 
export  of  wheat  for  the  period  since  1945  has  been  in  the  neighborhood 
of  400  million  bushels.  However,  in  the  period  1935-39,  a  prewar 
period,  the  United  States  export  of  wheat  was  about  63  million  bushels 
per  }rear  and  in  1941  was  only  28  million  bushels.  The  high  exports 
that  producers  of  wheat,  have  enjoyed  over  the  past  7  years  have  been 
made  possible  because  of  the  willingness  of  the  United  States  to  sub¬ 
sidize  these  exports  both  in  the  form  of  grants  and  other  aid  to  import¬ 
ing  countries  and  under  the  international  wheat  agreement.  The  de¬ 
mand  has  not  been  a  firm  market  demand  for  wheat.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  from  1948  through  1952,  33.5  percent  of  the  exports  of  wheat 
from  the  United  States  were  financed  by  either  ECA  or  MSA  pro¬ 
curement  authorization.  In  addition  to  this  amount  we  have  subsi¬ 
dized  exports  through  the  international  wheat  agreement  over  the 
4-year  period  at  the  rate  of  63  cents  per  bushel  or  a  total  cost  of  about 
$580  million. 

A  part  of  the  reason  for  these  high  exports  was  the  lack  of  produc¬ 
tion  in  other  countries.  However,  in  1952  world  production  of  wheat 
reached  the  highest  level  in  history — namely,  7,320  million  bushels. 
Supplies  of  wheat  for  export  or  carryover  in  the  4  principal  exporting 
countries — the  United  States,  Canada,  Australia,  and  Argentina  in 
March  1953,  amounted  to  1,475  million  bushels,  which  is  585  million 
bushels  more  than  a  year  earlier.  The  large  size  of  the  1952  world 
wheat  crop  contributed  to  our  net  exports  declining  to  around  300 
million  bushels  for  the  1952-53  marketing  year. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  Would  you  mind  a  question  at  this  point?  Or 
woidd  vou  wish  to  finish  your  statement? 

Mr.  Woolley.  It  is  really  immaterial.  We  prefer  to  go  clear  on 
through  it  and  then  pick  up  questions. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  about  halfway  through  now  with  your 
formal  statement  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes. 

The  decline  in  wheat  and  flour  exports  in  1952,  as  compared  with 
the  previous  year,  was  about  20  percent  and  these  exports  are  con¬ 
tinuing  to  go  down. 

If  wheat  farmers  are  to  continue  to  produce  at  high  levels  we  must 
greatly  expand  markets.  The  greatest  hope  for  this  expansion  is. in 
exports.  We  must  face  the  fact  that  the  agricultural  facilities  of  the 
United  States  have  been  greatly  expanded  and  that  the  production  of 
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tli 3  agricultural  plant  is  such  that  it  far  exceeds  our  present  firm 
market  demand.  We  must  solve  the  problem  of  finding  markets  for 
this  production  or  face  the  most  far-reaching  adjustments  in  our 
agricultural  economy. 

Fundamentally  acreage  allotments,  marketing  quotas,  or  increased 
carryovers  will  not  solve  this  marketing  problem.  We  should  not 
lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  producing  for  market  and  marketing  is  our 
real  problem.  We  can  build  up  the  carryover  in  the  hands  of  the 
Government,  but  sooner  or  later  we  must  come  down  to  the  basic 
proposition  of  marketing  wheat.  The  higher  the  carryover  of  stocks, 
the  more  they  depress  the  market  and  make  prices  dependent  upon 
Government  action  rather  than  upon  the  forces  of  supply  and  demand. 

Carryover  of  stocks  as  of  July  1,  1952,  was  estimated  at  256  million 
bushels.  The  carryover  as  of  July  1,  1953,  is  estimated  to  be  580 
million  bushels.  On  the  basis  of  the  June  10  crop  report,  and  assum¬ 
ing  a  domestic  and  foreign  market  next  year  equivalent  to  what  we 
now  have,  the  carryover  of  wheat  will  be  in  excess  of  TOO  million 
bushels.  Seven  hundred  million  bushels  exceeds  the  largest  carryover 
in  history.  Domestic  needs  for  food,  seed,  and  commercial  use  is  only 
580  million  bushels.  Thus,  we  could  have  a  100  percent  total  crop 
failure  in  1954  and  still  have  enough  to  more  than  take  care  of  our 
domestic  needs. 

The  situation  with  respect  to  wheat  cannot  be  considered  by  itself 
since  wheat  can  be  used  both  as  a  feed  grain  as  well  as  a  food  grain. 
The  supply  of  corn  from  a  feeding  value  standpoint  is  one  of  the 
highest  in  history.  The  feed  situation  report  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  May  22,  1953,  shows  that  the  stocks  of  corn  on  and 
off  farms  as  of  April  1  amounted  to  1,808  million  bushels  as  compared 
to  a  1947-51  average  of  1,563  million  bushels.  The  situation  with 
respect  to  other  principal  feeds  is  also  abundant.  Accordingly,  it  is 
unrealistic  to  expect  to  find  any  substantial  feed  market  outlet  for 
excessive  supplies  of  wheat  when  there  is  a  more  than  adequate  supply 
of  feed  grains. 

The  percentage  carryover  provided  in  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
law  has  been  referred  to  by  some  people  as  providing  for  “a  scarcity 
economy.”  The  facts  with  respect  to  this  situation  do  not  support 
such  a  contention.  On  the  basis  of  a  domestic  consumption  of  700 
million  bushels  of  wheat  for  all  purposes  and  an  export  of  300  million 
bushels,  allowance  of  15  percent  carryover  would  amount  to  only  150 
million  bushels.  It  is  inaccurate  to  say  that  the  150  million  bushels  is 
the  actual  carryover  provided  for  in  the  legislation.  A  comparison  of 
the  actual  figures  for  determining  the  marketing  quota  supply  posi¬ 
tion  and  the  allotment  level  that  would  be  calculated  pursuant  to  the 
present  provisions  of  the  law  bring  out  the  fact  that  the  law  allows 
for  a  much  larger  carryover  than  15  percent. 

Attached  hereto  is  table  No.  2  showing  approximately  the  figures 
which  will  have  to  be  used  to  arrive  at  a  marketing  quota  and  acreage 
allotment  determination  for  1954  plantings.  The  estimated  domestic 
consumption  for  1952-53  is  670  million  bushels.  This  is  according  to 
the  latest  report  we  just  received  from  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural 
Economics.  It  came  out  yesterday.  The  estimated  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  for  1952-53  is  670  million  bushels.  Exports  for  the  period  be¬ 
ginning  July  1, 1953,  and  ending  June  30, 1954,  are  315  million  bushels, 
making  a  total  demand  of  985  million  bushels.  Section  301  (10)  of 
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the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  provides  that  to  this  amount  should 
be  added  15  percent  for  carryover,  which  would  amount  to  148  million 
bushels.  This  added  to  the  billion  bushels  would  give  a  normal  supply 
of  1,133,000,000  bushels  and  to  this  20  percent  is  added  227  million 
bushels  to  arrive  at  a  figure  of  1,360,000,000  bushels  as  the  level  at 
which  marketing  quotas  may  be  declared  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  The  carryover  on  July  1, 1953,  has  recently  been  estimated  to  be 
580  midion  bushels  and  the  production  according  to  the  June  10  crop 
report  is  1.132  million  bushels,  which  amount  added  to  5  million  esti¬ 
mated  imports  makes  a  total  supply  of  1,717  million  bushels.  This  is 
considerably  in  excess  of  the  marketing  quota  level.  When  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  required  to  determine  how  much  the  acreage  allotment  shall 
be,  he  is  directed  to  use  the  10-year  adjusted  average  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  and  the  10-year  average  adjusted  exports,  plus  30  percent 
thereof  which  amounts  to  a  total  of  1,398  million.  Inasmuch  as  the 
domestic  consumption  and  exports  amount  to  only  a  billion  bushels 
and  the  formula  in  the  law  for  determining  allotments  results  in  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  production  of  1,398  million,  obviously  the  carryover  allow¬ 
ance,  or  in  other  words  the  allowance  for  production  in  excess  of 
market  demand,  is  about  400  million  bushels — not  148  million  bushels. 
With  the  change  in  these  figures,  as  you  can  well  see,  that  would  be 
15  million  bushels  more,  so  that  it  would  be  actually  413  million  bushels 
difference  between  the  domestic  consumption  and  exports  and  the 
amount  allowed  for  in  the  determination  with  respect  to  calculating 
the  allotments. 

There  is  another  fundamental  fact  with  respect  to  determining  the 
carryover  which  operates  to  cause  the  supply  to  actually  be  greater 
than  the  400  million  bushels  indicated — namely,  the  figure  is  calcu¬ 
lated  as  of  July  1.  Southern  Great  Plains  wheat  of  the  new  crop  be¬ 
gins  to  move  a  month  and  a  half  in  advance  of  July  1,  and  by  that 
date  we  can  normally  expect  to  have  harvested  in  this  country  con¬ 
siderably  in  excess  of  100  million  bushels  of  wheat. 

The  55-million-acre  minimum  allotment  provided  bv  law  is  10 
million  acres  more  than  is  needed  to  produce  a  sufficient  supply  of 
wheat  in  1954  to  result  in  having  available  a  supply  of  400  million 
bushels  in  excess  of  expected  market  demand.  In  other  words,  if  no 
minimum  allotment  were  provided  in  the  law  the  allotment  to  be 
issued  by  the  Secretary  to  bring  supplies  in  line  with  demand  would 
be  only  45.8  million  acres,  using  an  average  yield  of  15  bushels  to  the 
acre.  This,  of  course,  is  on  the  high  side,  since  it  is  a  recognized 
fact  that  the  probability  of  getting  a  higher  yield  on  a  smaller  acre¬ 
age  is  very  great. 

From  the  foregoing,  it  can  be  seen  that  the  present  law  provides  for 
an  abundant  supply  of  wheat  and  that  the  actual  carryover  is  many 
tunes  hi  excew  o+'  the  15  percent  used  in  one  of  the  calculations  of  the 
formula  provided  in  the  law.  In  looking  at  the  specific  provisions  of 
S.  2099  we  cannot  lose  sight  of  these  major  considerations,  and  such 
action  as  is  taken  with  respect  to  the  details  of  this  bill  ought  to  he 
consistent  with  the  basic  objectives  of  finding  markets  and  staying 
with  the  fundamentals  of  our  present  program  until  we  carefully 
work  out  something  better. 

We  will  comment  on  the  provisions  of  the  bill  in  sequence,  rather 
than  on  the  relative  importance  of  the  items. 
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Section  1  proposes  modification  of  the  present  act  by  changing  the 
basis  for  determining  the  wheat  yield  from  10  years  to  5  years.  Since 
this  question  was  not  raised  by  H.  R.  5451,  as  reported  by  the  House 
committee,  which  we  considered  at  Omaha,  we  are  not  able  to  comment 
specifically  on  that  provision  at  this  time  except  to  say  that  it  was 
not  considered. 

Section  2  (a),  providing  for  a  1  percent  national  acreage  allotment 
reserve  for  wheat,  is  a  desirable  provision  for  bringing  about  equitable 
allotments  with  the  minimum  amount  of  acreage. 

Section  2  (b),  providing  for  this  1-percent  reserve  to  be  used  for 
additional  allotments  to  counties  because  of  reclamation  and  other 
new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of  wheat,  is  also  a  desirable  pro¬ 
vision  which  we  endorse. 

In  section  2  (c)  we  do  not  agree  that  it  is  desirable  at  this  particu¬ 
lar  time  to  change  the  basis  of  apportioning  the  national  allotment 
among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  5  years  rather  than  10  years  as  now 
provided. 

In  section  2  (d)  we  approve  the  provision  for  establishing  a  3-per¬ 
cent  State  reserve  primarily  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  wheat. 

We  recommend  approval  of  proposed  changes  in  section  2  (e)  and 
section  2  (f)  of  the  bill. 

We  also  favor  moving  forward  the  date  from  1940  to  1950  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  2  (g)  of  the  bill. 

The  Farm  Bureau  opposes  section  3  and  section  4  (b),  which  have 
the  effect  of  increasing  the  quantity  of  wheat  that  can  be  produced 
on  the  farm  and  not  be  subject  to  marketing  quotas  from  200  to  400 
bushels  and  increasing  the  minimum  acreage  allotments  which  can 
be  planted  and  not  be  subject  to  quotas  from  15  acres  to  25  acres. 
The  reason  for  our  opposition  is  that  such  changes  will  result  in  a 
sizable  percentage  of  the  farmers  being  ineligible  to  vote  on  quotas, 
and  that  it  will  involve  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  total  wheat 
production  in  the  United  States.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
representatives  testified  before  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
that  it  was  their  estimate  that  with  the  200-bushel  and  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion  51.6  percent  of  the  farms  presently  do  not  qualify  the  owners 
and  operators  thereof  to  vote  on  marketing  quotas.  If  the  exemption 
is  increased  to  400  bushels  and  25  acres,  approximately  65  percent 
(64.8  percent)  of  the  farms  will  be  ineligible.  This  question  of 
ineligibility  to  vote  on  quotas  has  serious  implications  of  disfran¬ 
chisement  for  a  high  percentage  of  wheat  producers.  For  example, 
in  Minnesota  with  over  1,300,000  acres  of  wheat,  it  is  estimated  that 
82.4  percent  of  the  farms  are  ineligible,  which  means  that  about  the 
same  percentage  of  farmers  would  be  ineligible  to  vote.  In  North 
Carolina,  with  over  400,000  acres  of  wheat,  97.5  percent  of  the  farmers 
would  be  ineligible  to  vote.  In  Michigan,  having  well  over  a  million 
acres  of  wheat,  95.1  percent  of  the  farmers  would  be  ineligible  to 
vote,  and  even  in  North  Dakota,  with  about  10  million  acres  of  wheat, 
18.3  percent  of  the  farmers  would  be  ineligible  to  vote.  In  Kansas, 
with  an  acreage  in  excess  of  14  million  acres,  31  percent  of  the  farmers 
would  not  be  eligible  to  vote. 

The  regular  wheat  producers  in  the  Great  Plains  area  and  other 
important  producing  areas  question  the  advisability  of  increasing  the 
minimum  acreage  allotment  which  exempts  a  high  percentage  of 
producers  and  a  high  percentage  of  the  production  from  marketing 

35650—53 - 6 


66  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

quota  penalties.  They  realize  that  it  is  moving  in  the  direction  of 
encouraging  the  nontraclitional  wheat  producer  to  take  the  market 
away  from  the  regular  wheat  producers.  It  should  be  pointed  out 
that  not  only  are  we  in  a  marketing-quota  position  with  respect  to 
wheat,  but  we  are  in  a  quota  position  with  respect  to  cotton,  and  there 
is  a  possibility  that  we  may  be  in  quota  position  with  respect  to  corn 
in  1954.  We  are  facing  the  situation  of  having  substantial  acreage 
diverted  from  cotton  and  corn  and  to  the  production  of  other  farm 
commodities.  Now  if  we  are  to  have  diverted  acres  on  cotton  and 
possibly  corn,  we  may  be  inviting  producers  in  areas  that  can  produce 
these  crops  to  divert  from  these  crops  to  the  production  of  wheat. 

There  is  also  the  feeling  that  if  we  encourage  additional  production 
of  wheat  outside  the  traditional  commercial  wheat-producing  areas, 
that  we  will  have  brought  about  a  situation  which  will  tend  to  penal¬ 
ize  the  regular  commercial  wheat  grower.  The  regular  wheat  growers 
will  he  called  upon  to  make  a  greater  acreage  reduction  and  thereby 
will  hold  an  umbrella  over  the  wheat  growers  who  are  exempt.  It 
should  also  be  considered  that  in  the  so-called  commercial  wheat 
areas  these  producers  have  few  alternate  crops  for  their  diverted 
acres  but  the  producers  that  would  be  covered  by  this  increased  mini¬ 
mum,  generally  speaking,  have  many  more  alternative  uses  for  their 
land  resources.  Nevertheless,  one  can  expect  to  find  more  and  more  of 
them  going  into  wheat  under  a  higher  exemption.  For  example,  Con¬ 
gressman  Andresen  of  Minnesota  said  on  June  4,  at  page  5  of  the 
hearings  before  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  that : 

My  district  happens  to  be  a  typical  district,  because  the  farmers  there  are 
going  out  of  the  dairy  business  and  they  are  going  into  the  soybean  and  wheat 
and  barley  and  oats  production — cash  grains. 

In  the  case  of  burley  tobacco,  the  Congress  found  it  desirable  to 
decrease  the  minimum  rather  than  increase  it.  Some  of  the  same 
considerations  are  inherent  in  the  wheat  situation  as  were  inherent 
in  the  burley  tobacco  situation. 

Section  4  provides  for  changing  the  penalty  from  50  percent  of 
the  basic-loan  rate  to  45  percent  of  parity.  We  favor  continuing 
the  law  with  a  penalty  at  50  percent  of  the  loan  rate.  In  order  to 
clear  up  any  ambiguity  that  might  exist  with  respect  to  whether  or 
not  a  15-cent-per-bushel  penalty  is  in  effect  with  respect  to  wheat,  we 
suggest  the  deletion  from  the  act  of  section  339,  which  now  reads  as 
follows : 

Any  farmer  who,  while  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  markets  wheat 
in  excess  of  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  the  farm  on  which  such  wheat  was 
produced,  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  of  15  cents  per  bushel  of  the  excess  so 
marketed. 
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If  need  be  the  language  providing  for  a  50-percent  penalty  of  the 
basic-loan  rate  should  be  restated. 

S.  2099  provides  for  increasing  the  minimum  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  from  55  million  to  62  million  acres  for  the  1954  crop. 

At  the  Omaha  meeting  we  thoroughly  discussed  the  proposal  to 
increase  the  minimum  from  55  million  to  66  million,  and  it  was  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  this  producer  group  that  66  million  acres  was 
entirely  too  high  and  would  add  a  substantial  amount  to  the  carry¬ 
over,  further  adding  to  the  surplus  problem  and  delaying  needed 
adjustment.  As  a  consequence  this  group  recommended  that  we  use 
a  figure  of  60  million  as  the  minimum,  and  for  1954  only.  Our 
previous  discussion  of  the  price-depressing  effects  of  high-level  sup¬ 
plies  thoroughly  indicates  why  such  recommendation  was  made. 

In  summary,  there  is  a  deep-seated  conviction  among  the  members 
of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  that  it  is  their  responsi¬ 
bility,  using  the  machinery  of  Government  where  helpful,  to  bring 
supplies  into  line  with  demand  in  return  for  reasonable  price  sup¬ 
ports.  Likewise,  it  is  felt  that  substantially  all  of  the  producers 
must  share  in  this  responsibility.  It  is  well  recognized  that  the  pro¬ 
ductive  capacity  of  our  present  agricultural  plant  is  in  excess  of  pres¬ 
ent  firm,  effective  market  demand,  and  that  in  order  to  avoid  depressed 
conditions  in  agriculture  we  must  solve  this  problem  by  expanding 
markets. 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  has  given  detailed  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  problem  of  expanded  markets,  and  we  commend  for 
your  consideration  S.  2127,  now  before  your  committee,  as  one  effec¬ 
tive  device  for  approaching  this  problem  now  confronting  us  on  a 
sound  basis. 

Continued  stimulation  of  production  of  commodities  for  which 
we  do  not  have  effective  market  demand  threatens  to  undermine  the 
very  economic  foundation  of  the  United  States.  It  is  essential  that 
we  put  production  and  marketing  on  a  sound  footing  and  thereby 
help  to  insure  that  the  last  great  bastion  of  freedom  will  be  kept  eco¬ 
nomically  sound  in  order  to  continue  to  resist  Communist  aggression. 
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(The  documents  above  referred  to  are  as  follows :) 

Table  1. — Wheat:  Supply  and  distribution  in  Continental  United  States, 

1909-52 


Year  beginning 
July 

Stocks 

July  1  > 

New  crop 

Total 

domestic 

supply 

Total  do¬ 
mestic  dis¬ 
appearance 

Net 

exports 2 

Stocks 
June  30 1 

Mil.  bu. 

Mil.  bu,. 

Mil  bu. 

Mil.  bu. 

Mil.  bu. 

Mil.  bu. 

1909 . 

55 

684 

739 

538 

91 

no 

1910 . . 

110 

625 

735 

537 

73 

125 

1911.... . . 

125 

618 

743 

552 

81 

no 

1912... . 

110 

730 

840 

568 

147 

125 

1913 - - 

125 

751 

876 

612 

149 

115 

1914. . . 

115 

897 

1,012 

607 

338 

67 

1915 - - 

67 

1,009 

1,076 

609 

242 

225 

1916- - - 

225 

635 

860 

596 

184 

80 

1917 _ _ _ 

80 

620 

700 

555 

105 

40 

1918 _ 

40 

904 

944 

580 

279 

85 

1919 _ 

85 

952 

1,037 

647 

220 

170 

1920 _ 

170 

843 

1,013 

574 

315 

124 

1921 _ _ _ 

124 

819 

943 

579 

268 

96 

1922 _ 

96 

847 

943 

603 

208 

132 

1923 _ 

132 

759 

891 

620 

134 

137 

1924... _ _ 

137 

842 

979 

613 

258 

108 

1925 _ 

108 

669 

777 

584 

96 

97 

1926 _ 

97 

832 

929 

611 

209 

109 

1927 _ 

109 

875 

984 

677 

194 

113 

1928 _ 

113 

914 

1,027 

656 

144 

227 

1929 _ 

227 

824 

1,051 

622 

138 

291 

1930 _ 

291 

887 

1.178 

759 

106 

313 

1931 _ 

313 

942 

1,  255 

760 

120 

375 

1932 _ 

375 

756 

1,131 

722 

31 

378 

1933 _ _ 

378 

552 

930 

633 

24 

273 

1934. . . 

273 

526 

799 

659 

3  _6 

146 

1935 _ 

146 

628 

774 

661 

2  -27 

140 

1936 _ 

140 

630 

770 

689 

3  -22 

103 

1937 _ 

*  83 

874 

957 

701 

10.3 

153 

1938 _ 

153 

920 

1,073 

713 

no 

250 

1939 _ 

250 

741 

991 

663 

48 

280 

1940 _ 

280 

815 

1,095 

676 

34 

385 

1941.. _ _ 

385 

942 

1,327 

668 

28 

631 

1942 . . 

631 

969 

1,600 

949 

32 

619 

1943 . — 

619 

844 

1,463 

1,237 

2  -91 

317 

1944 _ _ _ 

317 

1,060 

1,377 

992 

106 

279 

1945. . . . . 

279 

1,108 

1,387 

894 

393 

100 

1946 _ _ 

100 

1, 152 

1,  252 

767 

401 

84 

1947. . . 

84 

1,359 

1,443 

757 

490 

196 

1948 _ 

196 

1.295 

1,491 

678 

506 

307 

1949 . . 

307 

1,098 

1,405 

679 

301 

425 

1950... . . 

425 

1,019 

1,444 

690 

358 

396 

1951 . . . 

396 

981 

1,377 

673 

448 

256 

1952  5 _ 

256 

1,291 

1,547 

668 

304 

575 

1  Stocks  1909-22  partly  estimated  to  include  same  positions  as  currently  reported. 

2  Includes  products  in  terms  of  wheat  and  includes  shipments  to  Territories  of  the  United  States,  which 
currently  total  about  4  million  bushels. 

*  Net  imports. 

*  1909-30,  some  new  wheat  included  in  commercial  and  merchant  mill  stocks;  1937  to  date,  only  old  crop  is 
shown  in  all  stocks  positions. 

*  Preliminary. 
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Table  2. — Wheat,  1953 
[Data  from  B.  A.  E.  Crop  Report,  June  25,  1953] 


MARKETING  QUOTA 
Normal  demand 


Million 

Supply :  bushels 

Domestic  (52-53) _  670 

Exports  (53-54) _  315 


9S5 

15  percent  carryover _  148 


Normal _ 1, 133 

20  percent  M.  Q _  227 


1,360 

Total  supply 

Supply : 

Estimated  carryover  July  1, 

1953 _  5S0 

Estimated  production  1953 _ 1, 132 

Imports _  5 

Total  supply _ : _ 1,717 

1  If  190  million  bushels  are  deducted  for  fe 


be  476  million  bushels  vhich  at  15  bushels 


ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT 

Normal  years — 10-year  adjusted 


Million 

Average  consumption :  bushels 

Domestic _  715 

Export _  360 


1, 075 

30  percent _  323 


1,398 

Less  carryover  indicated  as  of 

July  1,  1954 _  732 


Production  weeded _  666 

Average  yield  (bushel) _  15 

1953  indicated  allotment —  1  44.  4 


Present  law  55  million  acres  mini¬ 
mum  is  too  high  by  10.6  million 
acres 


1  and  seed,  the  production  needed  would  only 
acre  could  be  produced  on  31.6  million  acres. 


Tlie  Chairman.  Mr.  Woolley,  have  your  State  presidents  who  are 
with  you  separate  supplemental  statements  to  present  formally? 

Or  are  you  open  for  questions  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  The  members  present  from  the  various  States  would 
like  to  comment  on  this  general  statement  and  then  have  us  go  into 
questions  and  answers. 

If  it  would  please  the  committee,  Mr.  Taylor,  of  Oklahoma — Mr. 
John  Taylor — would  like  to  comment. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Taylor  comes  from  a  State  that  has  more 
troubles  than  wheat  troubles  right  now. 

Mr.  Taylor.  That  is  correct,  Senator. 

The  Chairman.  We  would  be  glad  to  hear  your  proposals  for  a* 
wheat  program. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you,  Senator  Aiken,  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  We  have  not  prepared  formal  statements  on  this  subject. 
We  had  to  hurry  our  consideration  of  this  bill  and  present  it  very 
hurriedly.  The  meeting  at  Omaha  was  quite  representative  of  all 
the  wheat-producing  States  and  many  States  had  a  good  many  repre¬ 
sentatives  there. 

We  did  discuss  this  as  the  statement  would  presume,  in  detail,  and 
we  were  unanimous  in  our  decisions  what  we  have  reached  in  this 
statement. 

I  feel  that  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  not  only  the  wheat  producers 
but  our  entire  economy  that  we  have  a  good  look  at  this  situation,  so 
that  we  can  bolster  and  stimulate  a  sound  program  in  wheat. 
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I  believe  that  is  all  that  I  have  to  say  at  this  time.  If  there  are 
questions  of  course  we  will  try  to  answer  them. 

The  Chairman.  We  might  have  the  four  statements  first  and  then 
ask  such  questions  as  we  see  fit  of  the  representatives  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Mr.  Shaw,  who  is  a  vice  president  and  executive 
secretary  of  the  North  Carolina  Farm  Bureau,  has  been  working 
with  these  programs  for  years  and  he  would  be  interested  in  telling 
you  about  how  this  wheat  program  affects  the  tobacco  programs  and 
what  he  sees  in  North  Carolina  in  connection  with  it. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  it  is  not 
assumed  by  the  people  of  our  State  that  we  want  to  tell  the  wheat- 
producing  areas  of  the  country  how  to  write  a  program,  but  we 
would  like  to  give  the  benefit  of  our  experience  in  dealing  with  these 
programs  as  they  affect  the  commodities  in  North  Carolina. 

We  have  594,000  acres  of  flue-cured  tobacco  and  about  10,000  acres 
of  burley  that  have  been  under  rigid  programs.  Of  course  we  draw 
about  seven  or  eight  hundred  thousand  acres  of  cotton  and  we  have 
400,000  acres  of  wheat  and  200,000  acres  of  peanuts. 

Three  of  our  programs  have  been  under  quotas  back  through  the 
years.  Burley  and  flue-cured  tobacco  have  been  continuously  under 
it. 

We  found  especially  in  the  case  of  flue-cured  that  we  could  not 
tolerate  any  kind  of  exemptions  for  any  size  grower.  It  has  the 
unanimous  support  of  the  growers  from  year  to  year.  They  all  vote 
and  they  all  take  the  same  reduction  if  and  when  the  acreage  has  to  be 
reduced. 

In  the  case  of  burley,  there  was  a  minimum  exemption  at  one  time 
but  it  so  nearly  wrecked  the  burley  program  that  the  producers 
themselves  asked  that  the  minimum  be  reduced.  It  was  reduced  by 
the  last  Congress  and  will  probably  have  to  be  reduced  again  if  the 
program  continues. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  a  little  objection  to  that  from  certain  parts 

the  tobacco-growing  area. 

Mr.  Shaw.  In  addition  to  that  point  we  have  never  asked  for  price 
supports  at  any  level  unless  we  did  have  allotments  in  effect  on  tobacco. 
We  do  not  have  acreage  allotments  if  we  do  not  have  price  supports 
at  any  level. 

The  comparison  between  the  two  as  to  how  they  operate,  the  tech¬ 
nological  improvements  in  the  producing  of  wheat,  even  in  our  State, 
have  meant  a  good  deal  to  the  wheat  producers. 

There  is,  in  the  proposed  bill  by  the  House,  tremendous  advantage 
for  the  North  Carolina  producers  because  we  are  all  small.  But  in 
fairness  to  the  wheatgrowers  and  in  recognition  of  the  fundamental 
problems  of  this  overall  program  I  feel  sure  that  we  voice  the  senti¬ 
ment  of  the  majority  of  the  better  thinking  people  when  I  say  that 
we  would  hate  to  see  that  minimum  raised  from  15  to  25  acres. 

I  have  here  the  resolution  that  has  been  reaffirmed  from  time  to 
time,  which  reads  as  follows : 

We  reaffirm  our  stand  for  price  supports  at  90  percent  of  parity  if  the  supply 
is  kept  in  line  with  demand  through  acreage  adjustments  and  marketing  quotas. 

That  is  the  position  of  our  resolution  and  it  has  been  so  for  many, 
many  years. 
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Senator  Johnston.  Did  you  discuss  the  increase  from  15  to  20  acres, 
and  200  to  300  bushels? 

Mr.  Shaw.  Did  we  discuss  it? 

Senator  Johnston.  Yes;  at  any  of  your  meetings. 

Mr.  Shaw.  At  the  meetings  where  we  have  talked  about  this  all  of 
our  people  have  been  very,  very  happy  to  leave  that  provision  as  it  is. 
In  the  meetings  in  which  we  have  discussed  this  the  feeling  in  our 
State  has  been  that  it  should  be  left  as  is,  with  15  acres  minimum  and 
200  bushels  allotment. 

The  Chairman.  Who  is  the  next  speaker? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Mr.  Ralph  T.  Gillespie  is  the  president  of  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Farm  Bureau.  He  represents  the  Pacific  Northwest  area  and 
has  great  knowledge  of  that  area. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Gillespie. 

Mr.  GiLLEsriE.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
would  like  to  visit  with  you  a  little  bit  about  the  conditions  out  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest.  In  the  first  place,  in  the  State  of  Washington 
wheat  accounts  for  one-fifth  of  the  total  income  of  the  State  and  wheat 
accounts  for  one- fourth  of  the  agricultural  income. 

So  actually  in  the  State  of  Washington  wheat  accounts  for  one- 
twentietli  of  the  total  income  of  the  State.  So  it  is  an  important  item. 
In  the  long-time  average  production  for  the  State  of  Washington  it 
has  run  around  60  million  bushels. 

In  the  last  few  years  it  has  increased  to  the  point  where  in  1952  it 
was  up  to  81  million  bushels — a  little  over  81  million  bushels. 

In  1953  the  June  estimate  is  that  we  will  have  a  little  over  82  million 
bushels.  That  shows  the  tremendous  increase  in  the  production  of 
wheat  out  in  the  State  of  Washington. 

The  same  thing  is  true  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  which  we  think  of 
as  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho.  The  long-time  average  produc¬ 
tion  out  there  was  around  100  million  bushels.  But  in  1952  the  pro¬ 
duction  was  151  million  bushels,  and  the  estimate  for  1953  is  155 
million  bushels. 

That  in  itself  shows  the  great  need  for  expanded  exports  and  mar¬ 
kets,  but  another  thing  that  aggravates  the  situation  is  that  during 
the  last  few  years  we  have  lost  a  lot  of  our  historic  markets. 

In  other  words,  we  are  not  using  wheat  for  feed  any  more,  we  are 
even  shipping  corn  from  the  Middle  West  out  there  and  we  have  lost 
our  soft-wheat,  pastry-flour  markets  in  the  South,  in  the  East,  and  in 
California. 

The  increased  freight  rates  have  caused  that  to  some  extent.  We 
really  need  a  world  trade  from  that  area.  We  have  some  of  the 
greatest  ports  in  the  Nation — Portland,  Vancouver,  and  Seattle  that 
are  natural  for  exporting  of  wheat. 

Another  trouble  is  that  under  world-market  conditions  Canada 
has  been  underselling  us  right  to  the  North.  The  Canadian  growers 
say  that  they  raise  wheat  to  sell  and  in  some  cases  we  in  the  United 
States  seem  to  raise  it  for  the  Government. 

Senator  Young.  Would  you  mind  an  interruption  there?  The 
Canadians  under  the  wheat  pool  have  a  two-price  system,  too.  They 
set  an  arbitrary,  rather  high  level  for  domestic  consumption  and 
a  lower  arbitrary  price  for  exports. 

Is  that  not  true  ? 
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Mr.  Gillespie.  That  may  be  so.  The  fact  is  that  they  are  able, 
somehow  or  other,  to  undersell  us  most  times  on  the  world  market. 

Senator  Young.  And  their  freight  rates  in  the  interior  are  approxi¬ 
mately  one-third  of  what  ours  are. 

Mr.  Gillespie.  That  could  be.  We  need  to  remember,  I  think,  the 
basic  philosophy  back  of  all  three  of  our  agricultural  acts  of  1938, 
1948,  and  1949.' 

It  has  been  our  feeling  out  there  that  we  need  a  program  to  give 
protection  to  farmers  against  unreasonable  price  declines,  to  give 
farmers,  through  commodity  loans,  the  opportunity  to  do  a  more 
orderly  marketing  job,  and  to  give  the  farmer  an  opportunity  to  sell 
his  product  in  the  market  place  at  a  good  price,  100  percent  of  parity 
or  more  if  he  can  get  it;  to  carry  on  at  a  minimum  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government  with  a  minimum  of  regulations  and  control  of  the 
farmer’s  activity  on  the  farm;  and  fifth,  to  provide  an  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  marketing  quota  machinery  whereby  farmers  can  control 
the  production  and  thus  keep  a  balance  between  supply  and  demand. 

I  think  it  has  always  been  understood  all  the  time  that  it  was  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  farmers  to  keep  supply  in  line  with  demand  in¬ 
stead  of  it  being  the  responsibility  of  the  Government  to  do  so. 

In  my  humble  opinion-  -  - 

Senator  J ohnston.  We  have  to  make  the  controls. 

Mr.  Gillespie.  You  do  provide  the  machinery  but  then  the  farmer 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  gear  that  machinery  in.  That  is  the 
point. 

Senator  Johnston.  You  have  so  many  farmers  it  is  hard  to  gear  it  in. 

Mr.  Gillespie.  I  do  not  know  how  we  are  going  to  keep  a  good, 
sound,  program  and  keep  it  working  unless  we  do  have  it  so  the  farmers 
can  have  control  of  it  and  gear  it  in. 

We  are  alarmed  at  the  continuing  attempts  to  keep  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  from  having  a  chance  to  work. 

We  are  alarmed  at  the  position,  public  relations- wise,  that  the  wheat 
farmer  has  his  present  program  in.  Xot  only  is  his  city  cousin  un¬ 
friendly  but  so  is  the  poultryman,  dairyman,  livestock  man,  and  fruit 
and  vegetable  man. 

As  this  committee  knows,  in  the  State  of  Washington  we  have  very 
strong  segments  of  those  commodity  producers  and  we  need  their 
support  in  keeping  the  good  parts  of  our  farm  program  and  if  we 
can’t  have  their  support  how  can  we  expect  to  keep  our  city  cousin’s 
support? 

I  happen  to  be  a  peagrower  as  well  as  a  wheatgrower.  I  well  remem¬ 
ber  the  situation  that  developed  following  World  War  II.  During  the 
Steagall  period  we  had  a  high  price  support.  It  was  a  real  incentive 
program  on  peas.  For  the  war  effort,  peas  were  an  important  protein 
product.  We  really  went  to  work  in  that  area  of  northern  Idaho, 
eastern  Washington,  and  a  little  part  of  northeastern  Washington  and 
stepped  up  our  production  of  dry  edible  peas  about  four  times,  getting 
to  the  place  where  we  were  raising  three-fourths  of  the  dry  edible  peas 
raised  in  the  United  States. 

With  the  90  percent  support  price  going  on  through  1945^8,  we 
really  built  up  a  surplus.  The  Commodity  Credit  had  peas  every¬ 
where.  In  1949  the  support  price  was  dropped  to  60  percent.  The 
growers  did  not  complain  about  that.  They  thought  that  was  a  logical 
thing  to  do. 
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But  in  1950  the  price  support  was  removed  entirely  without  the 
grower  being  given  a  chance  to  use  production  controls  of  any  kind. 
Warehouses  were  bulging  with  Commodity  Credit  stocks  of  peas  and, 
of  course,  the  market  collapsed  and  so  did  the  pea  industry. 

Then,  to  make  it  worse,  supports  were  maintained  on  Austrian  peas 
in  1950,  so  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  had  Austrian  peas 
running  out  of  their  ears,  too. 

They  still  have  large  supplies  of  Austrian  peas.  The  thing  that  I 
would  like  to  emphasize  is  that  we  do  not  want  to  lose  the  good  parts 
of  our  farm  program  like  we  lost  it  in  the  situation  on  the  peas. 

I  hope  that  we  really  work  at  this  job  of  keeping  the  good  parts  of 
our  program  and  working  for  improvements  on  it. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  The  next  witness  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Mr.  Charles  Marshall,  president  of  the  Nebraska 
Farm  Bnrean  Federation,  of  Lincoln,  Nebr. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  concur  in  the  Farm 
Bureau  statement  as  has  been  presented  here. 

The  figures  and  statistics  involved  in  the  statement  were  submitted 
to  the  wheat  growers  who  were  present  at  the  Omaha  meeting  on  June 
11,  at  which  time  there  were  11  States  and  23  men  in  attendance  at  this 
conference  for  discussion  of  the  wheat  problem. 

The  figures  presented  at  that  time  were  really  a  little  different  than 
they  are  at  the  present  time  because  of  the  fact  that  the  more  recent 
wheat  report  to  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  that  came  out 
on  the  25th — yesterday’s  report;  that  was  really  printed  and  avail¬ 
able  the  23d — indicates  about  92  million  more  bushels  of  wheat  than 
the  report  that  we  were  using  at  the  Omaha  meeting  at  that  time. 

As  Mr.  Taylor  indicated,  the  figures  presented  there  we  all  agreed 
on  the  statement  of  position  on  the  bill  that  we  had  available  at  that 
time,  even  with  92  million  bushels  less  than  the  present  report  indicates. 

There  was  a  very  unanimous  decision  and  feeling  with  regard  to 
everybody  taking  this  reduction;  that  is,  the  number  of  acres  that 
you  might  produce  before  you  came  under  the  provisions  of  the 
marketing  quotas  should  not  be  increased;  they  should  be  maintained 
at  at  least  the  15  acres  and  200  bushels. 

The  increase  to  66  million  acres,  it  was  felt  by  the  group  present, 
would  be  too  high  because  of  the  fact  it  would  stabilize  wheat  produc¬ 
tion  at  a  level  which  would  keep  us  constantly  with  this  high  supply 
of  wheat  on  hand. 

It  would  not  be  in  the  direction  of  providing  an  adjustment  toward 
lowering  the  supplies  on  hand  at  all,  and  with  supplies  at  a  point 
so  far  above  where  the  statutory  requirements  require  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments,  it  would  simply  be  a  perpetuation  of 
the  high  supply  which  would  make  us  continually  under  this  program 
and  having  a  heavy  surplus  over  us  as  a  pressure  on  our  market. 

There  is  one  other  item  that  was  included  in  the  bill  that  was  passed 
by  the  House,  acted  on  by  the  House,  which  was  not  discussed  at  the 
Omaha  meeting  and  is  not  a  part  of  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might,  I  would  like  to  mention  it.  That  is 
the  proposal  or  amendment  that  was  added  to  the  House  bill  which 
provides  for  a  later  date  of  voting  on  the  marketing  quotas — being 
extended  into  August  rather  than  the  July  date. 
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My  farm  is  in  Nebraska,  in  Perkins  County,  in  the  strictly  wheat 
area.  I  served  as  county  chairman  of  the  triple  A  committee  in  my 
county  for  a  number  of  years. 

At  that  time  there  was  always  a  request  and  a  desire  on  the  part 
of  wheat  producers  that  we  have  the  date  of  voting  and  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  whether  we  were  to  have  marketing  quotas  and  any  of 
those  types  of  restrictions  placed  on  production  at  as  early  a  date  as 
possible  to  allow  a  farmer  to  adjust  his  operations  to  conform  with  the 
requirements  of  the  law  that  he  is  being  asked  to  meet  when  he  does 
plant. 

In  my  particular  area,  in  the  panhandle  of  Nebraska,  the  south¬ 
western  part  of  Nebraska  and  on  down  into  the  areas  of  Kansas,  we 
start  planting  wheat — we  have  for  many  years — around  the  20th  or 
25th  of  August,  if  we  have  sufficient  moisture,  and  we  usually  have 
moisture  at  that  time  of  year  on  the  summer  fallow. 

We  do  not  have  the  Hessian  fly  worry  there  that  they  have  farther 
east  and  in  other  areas,  and  we  are  extremely  anxious  in  those  areas 
to  get  a  cover  on  our  summer  fallow  ground  for  the  fall  and  winter 
growing  period  so  as  to  protect  it  from  the  wind  erosion. 

Consequently  it  is  necessary  that  we  get  planted  as  early  as  we 
can.  If  the  date  is  made  later  than  the  present  July  date  it  will  carry 
this  period  of  indecision  over  to  a  still  later  period  which  in  my 
opinion,  based  on  my  experience  in  the  county  committees  and  meeting 
with  other  counties  in  that  Great  Plains  wheat  area,  would  be  definitely 
a  handicap  to  the  operation  because  those  boys  have  to  have  their  seed 
wheat  ready,  they  have  to  have  it  dusted,  graded  and  ready  to  plant 
and  go. 

The  closer  you  get  to  this  point  in  all  of  the  items  that  enter  into  his 
decisions  as  to  what  he  is  going  to  plant  and  so  forth,  the  more  of  a 
handicap  it  will  provide. 

For  that  reason,  I  think  the  change  to  a  later  date,  as  was  included 
in  the  House  bill  the  other  day,  is  not  good  for  the  wheat  producer. 

I  believe  that  is  about  all  that  I  have  at  the  present  time,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  unless  there  are  questions. 

The  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  the  president  from  Oklahoma  would 
care  to  comment  on  the  August  15  provision. 

Mr.  Tatlor.  I  would,  and  another  one  if  I  might,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  certainly  agree  with  Mr.  Marshall  in  that  statement. 

Our  planting  is  even  earlier  than  his.  The  farmers  know  what  they 
are  going  to  be  able  to  do  well  in  advance  much  better  than  later.  I 
would  also  like  to  comment,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  another  matter. 

There  seems  to  be  some  feeling  that  this  minimum  acreage  allotment 
is  a  demand  on  the  Secretary,  or  that  is  what  it  will  be.  That  is  not 
the  case.  The  Secretary  has  the  authority  to  determine  what  the  mini¬ 
mum  acreage  allotment  shall  be,  but  that  it  will  be  no  lower  than  the 
figure  expressed  in  the  bill. 

We  discussed  that  matter  at  Omaha  very  much  and  it  was  perfectly 
agreeable  with  our  group  to  leave  the  figure  as  it  was  because  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  the  authority  to  determine  what  the  acerage  will  be  as  long 
as  it  will  be  no  lower  than  that. 

I  want  to  bring  that  out  because  there  is  a  feeling  that  if  that  amount, 
which  is  55  million  expressed  in  the  current  law,  that  that  is  what  the 
minimum-acreage  allotment  will  cite.  That  is  not  true. 
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Senator  Young.  I  am  not  sure  that  that  is  discretionary.  Senator 
Anderson  ? 

Senator  Anderson.  I  was  not  of  that  opinion.  I  thought  that  he 
had  discretion  to  leave  quotas  entirely.  But  when  he  established 
acreage  allotments  he  had  to  follow  the  formula  set  forth  in  the  law 
unless  the  formula  brought  him  out  with  a  figure  below  55  million. 

I  think  under  the  law  he  would  have  to  use  44.4  million  by  one 
interpretation.  You  were  here,  Mr.  Woolley,  when  I  was  discussing 
this  with  Mr.  Bagwell  yesterday. 

Under  he  terms  of  the  law  as  Mr.  Bagwell  interprets  it,  he  would 
have  to  use  a  quota  of  about  44.4  as  you  have  here  in  your  statement. 
Those  are  the  figures  that  I  got  out  of  the  BAE  report  and  apparently 
you  looked  at  the  same  figures. 

Fifty-five  million  acres  is  as  low  as  he  can  go.  But  actually,  if  you 
take  out  the  feed  and  seed,  it  would  come  down  to  31  million  acres. 
Senator  Young  said  humorously,  but  actually  truthfully,  that  they 
could  cut  the  whole  wheat  production  out  entirely  and  still  take  care  of 
domestic  production. 

Senator  Young.  I  said  if  you  kept  on  figuring,  there  wouldn’t  be  any 
need  for  farmers  to  produce  at  all  next  year. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  quite  agree  with  Senator  Young  that  nothing 
would  go  greater  in  tragedy  than  to  get  them  below  30  or  about  55 
million.  I  do  think  that  when  it  comes  to  going  above  55  million,  the 
Secretary  would  have  to  have  authority  by  law — he  has  to  have  dis¬ 
cretion. 

Do  you  happen  to  know,  Mr.  Stanton  ? 

Mr.  Stanton.  No  ;  he  has  no  discretion  unless  he  determines  that 
there  is  a  national  emergency.  In  special  situations  he  can  increase  it. 

Senator  Anderson.  If  there  is  no  national  emergency  he  has  to 
pile  it  on  the  ground.  I  probably  can  testify  on  that  point  because  I 
had  a  little  of  that  to  do  at  one  time.  When  you  start  to  say  to  a  town 
in  Oklahoma,  “You  provide  no  parking  on  one  side  of  your  streets 
and  have  one  way  traffic  on  the  other  side,  and  pile  grain  there  and 
spray  it  with  this  material  the  Air  Force  uses  to  mothball  airplanes, 
and  maintain  that  grain  to  be  sure  it  is  all  right,”  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  does  not  get  much  sleep  while  that  is  going  on. 

It  is  a  horrible  thing  to  go  through,  and  I  do  not  anticipate  the 
present  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  going  to  enjoy  the  storage  of  grain 
on  the  ground  this  season. 

But  if  you  do  not  give  him  a  low  figure,  do  not  require  him  to  state 
a  low  figure  on  acreage,  he  is  going  to  stay  awake  nights  for  the  rest 
of  his  years  in  there  because  this  thing  is  not  going  to  cure  itself 
at  all. 

You  can  get  the  grain  so  bad  that  you  have  to  throw  some  of  it  away. 
I  went  through  a  little  of  that  with  the  potato  business  and  that  is 
harder  to  explaih.  My  advice  would  be  that  we  make  it  as  easy  on  him 
as  possible,  Mr.  Taylor,  and  not  try  to  let  him  use  discretion. 

I  think  we  ought  to  fix  a  figure  if  you  want  to  go  above  the  55 
million  that  is  definite  by  law  so  he  does  not  have  to  worry  about  that. 

That  is  a  responsibility  we  ought  to  share  with  him,  I  think. 

Senator  Young.  Senator  Schoeppel? 

Senator  Schoeppel.  I  was  very  much  interested  in  your  views'  on  the 
minimum  acreage  that  would  be  allowed  to  be  exempt  from  this  voting 
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business.  Mr.  Shaw,  you  answered  very  quickly  one  phase  of  it  in 
the  tobacco  industry.  I  know  we  are  going  to  have  to  wrestle  with 
the  problem  of  whether  we  are  going  to  go  over  15  or  some  reasonable 
figure,  or  increase  the  buslielage.  Your  experience  down  there  defi¬ 
nitely  showed  that  with  the  new  methods  that  could  be  indulged  in, 
they  could  increase  production  on  the  minimum  acreage  and  go  to  it 
quicker,  probably,  than  the  greater  acreages. 

Your  experience  added  to  your  problem,  did  it  not? 

Mr.  Shaw.  It  intensified  it.  It  almost  wrecked  the  peanut  pro¬ 
gram.  It  amounted  to  this:  We  had  to  cut  tobacco  at  one  time  40 
percent  to  get  back  in  line  when  we  got  overplanted  in  flue-cured 
tobacco  in  1940. 

Senator  Sciioeppel.  I  was  practically  born  in  the  wheat  field  in 
western  Kansas.  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  these  wheat  operators 
are  not  going  to  be  any  less  ingenious  than  you  found  your  tobacco 
people. 

I  am  not  so  sure  we  are  not  going  to  get  in  trouble  unless'  we  face 
up  to  this.  I  did  Avant  to  say  one  thing,  Mr.  Woolley.  I  made  a 
little  notation.  You  pointed,  and  very  properly  so,  to  the  increased 
production  beyond  our  shores.  That  comes  into  focus  iioav  as  a  result 
of  our  export  or  lack  of  export  trade. 

We  are  encouraging  these  people  in  foreign  countries  to  operate 
better  and  more  modern  machinery  where  its  utilization  and  expense 
can  be  taken  care  of,  and  Ave  are  eATen  furnishing  some  of  that ;  greater 
fertilization  of  all  kinds  is  being  taught  them. 

Do  you  see,  in  the  foreseeable  future,  any  reduction  in  production 
in  these  foreign  countries? 

Mr.  Woolley.  The  1952  Avorld  Avheat  crop  Avas  a  result  of  increased 
acreage  and  increased  yields.  Whether  or  not  you  get  the  same  fine 
Aveather  that  Ave  had  in  1952  throughout  the  Avorld,  like  Ave  did,  is 
of  course  questioned. 

But  there  is  not  any  doubt  but  Avhat  the  facilities  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  commodities  are  expanding  in  other  areas  of  the  world  as  well 
as  in  the  United  States. 

Along  with  the  expansion  of  production  you  have  got  to  expand 
your  consumption  and  your  marketing.  That  is  the  big  point  that  Ave 
are  interested  in.  The  Canadians,  as  you  Ioioav,  had  a  bumper  wheat 
crop  and  the  only  limitation  on  their  sale  of  that  Avheat  has  been 
their  transportation  facilities'  to  get  it  out. 

Canada  is  marketing  a  fine  quality  of  wheat.  We  produce  fine 
quality  wheat  in  the  United  States  in  many  areas.  Sometimes  we 
do  not  market  it,  hoAvever.  By  the  time  we  get  through  blending 
it  with  inferior  quality  Avheat,  Ave  are  marketing  a  less  desirable 
product  than  our  Canadian  competitors.  That  shows  up  in  our  Avorld 
market  as  Avell  as  price  also. 

Senator  Schoeffel.  That  is  all  the  more  reason  why  we  had  better 
try  to  expand  our  markets,  eTen  with  the  reduced  acreages  which  I  am 
convinced  we  are  going  to  have  to  come  to — the  specific  amount  I  do 
not  knoAv,  and  I  believe  that  we  may  be  too  high  yet.  I  firmly  feel 
that  we  may  be  a  little  too  high.  But  that  is  all  the  more  reason  why 
we  had  better  look  to  some  expansion  of  this  foreign  market.  I  will 
say  with  all  due  respect  to  my  distinguished  colleague  here,  and  former 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  Karl  Mundt  and  my  friend  at  the  head 
of  the  table,  Milton  Young,  that  some  of  us  have  offered  for  con- 
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sideration  legislation  to  legitimately  expand  our  foreign  markets 
where  our  surpluses  are  concerned.  But  we  have  met  with  consider¬ 
able  resistance  from  the  State  Department  and  some  of  our  Federal 
officials  wrho  look  always  on  the  foreign  side  of  this  thing.  That 
seems  to  me  to  be  the  only  way  that  we  are  going  to  get  rid  of  some 
of  these  surpluses  on  a  legitimate  basis,  build  up  a  lot  of  goodwill,  and 
yet  take  care  of  some  of  our  problems  here  at  home. 

I  believe  that  despite  that,  whether  we  get  this  legislation  imple¬ 
mented  or  not,  we  are  going  to  have  to  come  to  a  reduction  of  acreage 
program.  Do  you  concur  in  that? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes.  We  believe  that  we  are  in  this  position:  that 
the  wheat  carryover  as  of  July  1,  1954,  is  in  by  now.  A  lot  of  people 
do  not  have  that  concept  in  their  minds.  The  carryover  of  July  1, 
1954,  wheat  is  here  now.  There  is  1,717  million  bushels  of  wheat  in 
existence  today  in  the  United  States. 

Senator  Young.  If  this  crop  goes  through. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes ;  that  is  right. 

Senator  Young.  May  I  interrupt? 

Senator  Anderson.  A  lot  of  the  crop  has  already  gone  through. 

Senator  Young.  May  I  ask  a  question  at  this  point? 

Senator  Anderson.  Certainly. 

Senator  Young.  I  understand  spring  wheat  in  Nebraska  is  badly 
affected  by  rust,  or  at  least  to  some  extent. 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  have  very  little  spring  wheat.  It  started  in, 
the  rust  infection.  It  is  just  a  drop  in  the  bucket  in  our  production 
because  we  have  it  in  only  those  2  or  3  north  counties.  Then  the  dry 
weather  hit  and  arrested  it  entirely.  It  will  not  be  a  factor  in  our 
production  in  Nebraska. 

Senator  Young.  We  have  what  appears  to  be  a  very  serious  drought 
situation  in  the  Southwest.  Let  me  tell  you  something  that  is  very 
serious  in  our  area  right  now.  I  had  a  call  this  morning  from  I 
think  a  person  who  is  the  best  authority  in  the  Northwest  on  rust. 
He  lives  in  Minneapolis  and  is  the  head  of  a  big  organization.  He 
tells  me  that  the  rust  situation  there  is  very  serious  at  the  present 
time,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  we  will  have  any  durum  crop  at 
all.  By  the  time  the  new  durum  crop  comes  in  wye  will  not  have  a 
bushel  of  durum  wheat  left  over  for  macaroni  and  other  purposes. 
He  feels  that  this  rust  situation  could  well  destroy  most  of  our  crop. 
We  have  never  had  it  this  early  before,  and  we  have  never  had  more 
favorable  conditions  for  rust.  When  wTe  have  rust  to  the  south  of 
us  we  invariably  have  it  very  bad  in  our  area.  We  can  rarely  escape 
a  bad  rust  situation  when  we  have  it  to  the  south  of  us. 

On  top  of  that  we  have  this  new  15-B  rust  which  is  the  rust  that  is 
showing  up  now.  That  is  a  new  rust  for  which  we  have  no  rust- 
resistant  varieties  of  wheat.  That  presents  an  alarming  situation.  I 
wonder  if  we  aren’t  worrying  too  much  about  surpluses.  It  seems 
to  me  that  when  God  Almighty  has  been  so  good  to  us  for  over  12 
years  and  given  us  unprecedented  crops  that  somehow  we  should  not 
be  so  ungrateful  or  worry  so  much  about  a  little  surplus.  We  ought 
to  be  able  to  take  care  of  surpluses  better  than  we  do. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  I  will  say  to  the  distinguished  acting  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  here  today,  that  for  the  last  7  years  in  the 
western  Kansas  area  we  have  had  an  unprecedented  run  of  successful 
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crop  years.  We  used  to  figure  1  out  of  3  good  ones,  and  then  taper  off 
for  the  other  two.  Sometimes  1  out  of  4  was  a  good  crop.  But  we 
have  had  seven  good  crop  years  in  our  area.  Last  year  it  was  too 
dry,  hence  you  will  note  what  Kansas  production  will  be,  which  is 
one  of  those  things  that  climatic  conditions  have  taken  care  of.  I 
am  wondering  about  something  else,  the  voting  on  this  program. 
How  essentially  do  you  gentlemen  think  this  reduction  of  acreage  will 
be  in  voting  this  program  or  defeating  it?  You  have  members  in 
Ohio,  and  members  in  some  of  these  other  States  that  have  a  great 
percentage  of  small  farm  acreages  that  are  put  to  wheat.  What  was 
the  experience  in  the  tobacco  areas  ? 

Mr.  Shaw.  No  difference,  Senator.  Our  people,  the  small  growers, 
percentagewise,  went  along  with  the  other  people.  There  is  no  differ¬ 
ence  at  all. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  There  has  been  some  alarm  expressed,  and  some 
inquiries  about  what  the  result  would  be  if  we  did  not  provide  for  these 
exemptions  on  certain  minimum  figures. 

Mr.  Woolley.  That  poses  a  real  problem.  According  to  the  Depart-  ( 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  figures  under  the  present  15-acre  minimum  and 
200-bushel  minimum  some  12.2  percent  of  the  total  production,  they 
estimate — and  I  think  their  estimate  is  low — is  exempt  from  market¬ 
ing  quotas.  If  you  change  it  from  15  to  25,  and  from  200  to  400,  their 
estimate  is  that  it  will  be  over  20  percent  of  the  total  production.  This 
begins  to  be  a  rather  serious  amount  of  the  market  that  is  completely 
out  from  under  penalties.  As  I  indicated  in  my  statement  you  have 
some  statements  here  that  are  going  as  high  in  some  areas  as  97 
percent,  of  the  growers  of  a  commodity  who  are  not  entitled  to  vote. 
This  begins  to  attack  the  very  fundamentals  of  the  proposition  that 
the  producers  are  the  ones  who  are  going  to  decide  whether  or  not 
they  are  going  to  vote  quotas  on  themselves  or  not.  To  say  that  a 
person  is  not  affected  by  a  quota  because  he  does  not  have  to  pay  a 
quota  penalty  is  just  a  little  bit  liberal  with  the  English  language 
because,  take  a  farmer  in  Ohio,  Indiana,  or  Illinois,  he  is  going  to  be 
given  an  acreage  allotment  of  5  acres,  let  us  say.  He  can  plant  25 
acres  and  not  have  to  pay  a  marketing  quota  penalty,  but  he  cannot 
get  price  support,  and  not  being  eligible  for  price  support  he  is  actually 
being  penalized  in  relationship  to  other  wheat  producers. 

Senator  Anderson.  Not  being  subject  to  price  support  does  he  not  ^ 
jeopardize  the  market  a  little  bit  in  the  years  when  you  have  a 
tremendous  surplus? 

Mr.  Woolley.  It  is  a  complete  insurance  policy  that  the  market 
will  never  even  come  close  to  being  a  market  that  reflects  parity.  One 
of  the  primary  objectives  of  Farm  Bureau  is  that  farmers  get  parity 
and  that  they,  get  it  by  the  operation  of  supply  and  demand  in  the 
market  place. 

Senator  Anderson.  In  a  free  market. 

Mr.  Woolley.  In  as  free  a  market  as  you  can  have,  recognizing  full 
well  that  it  should  not  be  completely  disorganized  by  the  kind  of 
things  we  got  into  during  the  depression.  But  whenever  you  get  a 
supply  that  is  more  than  the  total  domestic  use  for  an  entire  year  in 
advance  you  know  good  and  well  that  the  real  market  is  absolutely 
going  to  be  destroyed.  There  are  some  people  who  are  anxious  to 
destroy  our  markets.  We  are  not  anxious  to  do  that  at  all.  We  want 
to  keep  them  strong. 
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Senator  Anderson.  Is  it  not  true  that  if  you  had  20  percent  of  the 
crop  free,  moving  in  the  market  and  destroying  it,  that  you  have  a 
whole  lot  greater  threat  than  when  you  have  only  10  or  12  percent  ? 

Mr.  Woolley*.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  will  be  opposed  to  any  increase  above  15  acres 
or  anything  above  200  bushels.  Do  I  understand  that  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  is  of  the  same  opinion  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes,  sir.  I  think  it  is  very  important  for  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  understand  that  this  is  the  reflection  of  the  wheatgrowers  in 
the  commercial  wheat  areas  as  well  as  the  other  areas.  They  unani¬ 
mously  agreed  at  Omaha  that  this  was  not  good  for  the  Kansas  wheat 
farmer,  the  North  Dakota  wheat  farmer,  the  South  Dakota  wheat 
farmer,  the  Montana  wheat  farmer,  the  Pacific  Northwest  wheat 
farmer,  nor  the  Ohio  or  Indiana  or  Illinois  wheat  farmer.  They  all 
agree  this  is  not  the  right  thing. 

Senator  Young.  How  many  wheat  farmers  did  you  have  at  that 
meeting  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  had  I  would  say  about  11  or  12  States  represented 
at  that  meeting,  and  all  of  them  are  wheat  farmers  that  came  to  the 
meeting. 

Senator  Young.  Do  you  think  they  exactly  represent  the  feeling  of 
all  the  wheat  farmers? 

Mr.  Woolley.  No.  I  do  not  think  they  exactly  represent  everybody 
in  North  Dakota.  I  do  not  think  that  anybody  exactly  represents 
anybody  in  a  representative  system.  You  just  cannot.  Obviously 
there  are  people  who  have  differences  of  opinion  in  every  county  and 
every  State  on  any  subject.  But  they  certainly  reflect  the  feeling  of 
a  high  percentage  of  the  people  connected  with  the  F arm  Bureau. 

Senator  Young.  I  think  the  vote,  whether  it  is  favorable  or  not,  will 
depend  a  whole  lot  on  the  campaign  conducted  or  position  taken  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation.  Suppose  the  wheat  quota  comes  to  a  vote.  What  will  the 
Farm  Bureau  do? 

Mr.  Woolley.  The  Farm  Bureau,  I  am  surei,  supports  whole¬ 
heartedly  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  which  provides 
for  quotas  when  you  are  in  a  quota  position,  and  I  am  sure  they  will 
be  doing  everything  they  know  how  to  see  that  the  facts  are  brought 
to  everybody’s  attention  with  respect  to  it. 

Senator  Young.  Will  you  encourage  them  to  vote  for  quotas  or  dis¬ 
courage  them? 

Mr.  Woolley.  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  they  will  do  anything 
except  encourage  them  to  do  so.  The  resolutions  of  the  farm  bu¬ 
reau’s  for  years  have  endorsed  the  idea  of  marketing  quotas,  acreage 
allotments,  and  the  responsibility  of  producers  keeping  supplies  in 
line  with  demand. 

Senator  Young.  I  would  favor  the  retention  of  the  15-acre  provision 
if  I  thought  all  of  the  facts  were  brought  to  every  farmer.  If  the 
facts  were  brought  to  them  I  think  they  would  vote  favorably.  If 
quotas  are  turned  down  you  will  have  50-percent  supports  and  prob¬ 
ably  $1.25-a-bushel  wheat.  That  would  not  only  seriously  affect  the 
wheat  situation  but  corn,  feed,  and  everything  else.  I  think  it  would 
probably  be  the  start  of  the  worst  depression  we  have  ever  had.  The 
situation  is  bad  enough  now. 
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Senator  Anderson.  I  think  you  can  trust  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  present  this  thing  fairly.  I  think  you  can  trust  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  encourage  the  voting  of  quotas.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  must  know  that  this  situation  is  such  that  quotas  will  be  required. 
I  would  not  worry  at  all  on  the  15-acre  limitation,  Senator  Young, 
because  you  would  have  the  Farm  Bureau,  you  would  have  the  Grange 
and  you  would  have  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  I  am  sure,  mili- 
tantly  suggesting  the  desirability  of  these  quotas. 

Senator  Young.  I  think  a  whole  lot  will  depend  on  just  what  effort 
is  made  to  get  to  the  individual  farmer  and  get  the  facts  to  him.  If 
they  all  were  aware  of  the  situation  I  think  they  would  vote  favorably. 

Senator  Anderson.  We  had  a  problem  one  time— Mr.  Woolley  may 
remember  it,  I  have  forgotten  what  particular  quota  it  was — we  were 
afraid  they  were  going  to  turn  down  quotas  at  one  time.  I  cannot 
remember  whether  it  was  peanuts  or  tobacco.  It  was  one  or  the  other. 
We  were  afraid  thei’e  would  be  a  bad  vote  on  it.  I  remember  that 
we  had  some  student  of  the  law.  Do  you  recall  that  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Peanuts. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  did  issue  some  statement,  or  allowed  Steve 
Pace  to  issue  a  statement — I  do  not  believe  the  Secretary  can  get 
into  it.  Steve  Pace  brought  up  a  statement  in  which  he  stated  what 
he  thought  the  position  of  the  Department  would  be.  That  was  wide¬ 
ly  circulated  in  front  of  the  election.  They  did  vote  the  quotas  and 
were  happy  they  voted  them.  What  Mr.  Shaw  says  about  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  tobacco  program  could  not  be  more  true.  The  way  that 
has  been  administered,  the  way  they  have  worked  with  it,  has  certainly 
shown  the  desirability  of  the  quotas  if  you  have  reasonably  good 
supports.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  doubt  in  the  world  but  what 
the  organizations  that  ought  to  support  such  a  quota  drive  would 
support  it,  Senator  Young.  I  would  not  say  that  if  I  were  not  really 
sure. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Marshall? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  comment  I  have  to  make,  Senator,  is  based  on 
the  meeting  that  I  attended  last  Tuesday  night  at  Miller,  Nebr.,  which 
is  in  the  extreme  west  edge  of  Buffalo  County,  out  just  past  the  middle 
of  the  State,  east  and  west ;  at  which  time  1  spoke  at  the  meeting.  I 
knew  I  was  coming  back  here  and  knew  the  provisions  of  the  bill  in 
the  House  and  I  discussed  this  item  of  raising  the  acreage  from  15 
to  25  acres.  This  is  the  reaction  I  thought  you  would  be  interested 
in  since  you  raised  the  question. 

There  were  a  number  of  questions  asked.  One  fellow  in  particular 
who  is  a  fairly  substantial  producer  of  wheat  said,  “I  am  in  favor  of 
marketing  quotas  and  intended  to  vote  for  them ;  but  if  they  are  going 
to  exempt  everybody  that  produces  25  acres — that  runs  up  to  over  half 
of  the  wheat  producers — I  am  against  it  and  I  will  vote  to  kill  quotas 
if  they  raise  that  acreage  because  if  they  are  going  to  leave  those  fel¬ 
lows  out  we  might  as  well  be  all  out.”  That,  is  a  statement  he  made. 
I  saw  several  other  fellows  around  there  and  I  watched  the  reaction 
to  that  statement,  and  I  saw  half  a  dozen  fellows  nodding  their  heads. 
I  think  it  will  work  in  the  direct  opposite  in  a  lot  of  areas  where  they 
will  say  if  they  leave  half  of  them  out  by  raising  this,  we  will  just  vote 
them  out  and  we  will  be  done  with  it. 

Senator  Young.  When  I  was  home  about  2  weeks  ago,  I  was  there 
for  only  1  day ;  about  8  o’clock  at  night  I  found  out  about  a  county  wide 
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farm  bureau  being  held  in  the  little  town  of  Berlin.  I  went  there  and 
thought  I  could  sit  in  the  sidelines  unnoticed.  I  wanted  to  get  the 
reaction  of  the  farmers.  I  did  not  speak  up  until  someone  had  about 
convinced  the  people  there  that  if  they  voted  down  quotas  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  could  still  give  supports  up  to  90  percent  of  parity. 

After  that  was  straightened  out  they  took  a  vote  and  I  think  they 
were  all  unanimous  in  favor  of  quotas. 

Senator  Anderson.  You  get  the  facts  to  them  on  this  matter  and 
they  will  be  in  favor  of  quotas.  You  tell  them  that  you  do  not  have 
to  have  quotas,  that  the  Secretary  has  authority  to  support  the  price 
anyhow  and  people  naturally  are  going  to  want  to  resist  quotas. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Taylor? 

Mr.  Taylor.  To  supplement  Secretary  Anderson’s  remarks  on  the 
peanut  referendum,  our  State  turned  down  the  peanut  quotas  but  still 
over  50  percent  of  the  peanut  growers  voted  for  quotas.  There  is 
another  reason  entirely  that  entered  into  the  picture.  Our  acreage 
was  cut  from  183,000  to  143,000  acres.  We  did  not  have  the  history 
behind  us  to  support  it.  Otherwise  they  would  have  supported  quotas. 
The  majority  of  them  did.  It  takes  6(5  percent  of  them  to  do  it.  I 
want  to  put  in  the  record  our  feeling  on  this  national  acreage  allotment. 
I  am  personally  agreeable  to  yield  to  the  judgment  and  experience  of 
Senator  Anderson  when  he  says  that  the  Secretary  cannot  increase  the 
national  acreage  allotment  above  that  set  in  the  law.  Our  feeling  was 
that  he  could. 

Senator  Anderson.  I  think  he  can,  Mr.  Taylor,  but  he  has  to  find 
there  is  an  emergency  existing.  I  do  not  believe  that  Ezra  Benson 
would  find  an  emergency  existing  if  it  required  more  wheat  when  he 
has  that  much  wheat  on  hand. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  agree  with  that.  The  third  thing  is  with  regard  to 
the  farmer’s  attitude  toward  quotas.  Our  resolutions  up  to  last  year, 
and  last  year  just  does  not  cover  it — they  want  and  are  willing  to 
support  the  full  provisions  in  return  for  a  support  price,  and  it  is  so 
stated  in  our  resolution  many  times.  The  individual  farmers  have 
that  feeling  individually,  I  know. 

Senator  Schoeppel.  Mr.  Taylor,  I  will  say  that  in  my  State,  which 
you  all  know  is  a  heavy  wheat-producing  State,  there  is  a  feeling  this 
early  that  if  this  exemption  is  going  to  be  too  high,  a  lot  of  them 
are  just  not  sure  that  they  are  going  to  go  in  there  and  penalize  them¬ 
selves.  That  is  the  thing  I  am  afraid  of.  That  is  the  reason  why  I 
was  asking  these  questions.  It  is  something  that  is  pretty  important 
for  us  to  consider. 

Mr.  Woolley.  That  is  the  real  reflection  of  what  the  people  in 
Omaha  said.  They  said  this  is  moving  in  the  wrong  way ;  we  are  tak¬ 
ing  the  wheat  business  away  from  ourselves  and  giving  it  to  somebody 
else.  They  said  it  did  not  make  sense  to  have  a  program  that  has¬ 
tens  the  day  that  we  go  out  of  business  and  put  somebody  else  in 
business. 

Senator  Schoepfel.  That  brings  up  what  was  discussed  here.  Sen¬ 
ator  Anderson  pointed  to  it,  and  Senator  Young.  Namely,  the  dis¬ 
semination  of  this  information  as  to  what  the  situation  instantly  con¬ 
fronting  us  happens  to  be,  with  all  of  its  impact  if  we  go  on.  I  just 
have  an  abiding  conviction.  You  men  here  represent  this  great  and 
fine  organization.  You  can  certainly  be  of  tremendous  assistance  to 
the  Agriculture  Department.  I  do  not  think  the  Department,  from 
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what  I  have  seen  of  it  and  heard  from  it  in  the  last  several  weeks,  is 
going  to  be  soft-pedaling  or  minimizing  the  difficulties  we  are  in. 
To  do  that  is  just  sheer  folly.  I  do  believe  that  we  have  to  watch 
very  carefully  the  exempting  of  too  much  acreage  for  individuals,  or 
we  are  ogin  gto  get  in  trouble. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Shaw? 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  have  one  further  comment,  Mr.  Chairman.  On  this 
hurley  tobacco  situation,  I  think  we  had  a  shining  example  of  what 
happens  if  you  go  this  route  in  dealing  with  surplus  commodities.  In 
the  case  of  burley,  after  this  minimum  gadget  has  been  put  in  the  law, 
we  got  down  to  where,  if  we  needed  an  adjustment  of  say  10  percent 
in  burley  acreage,  you  would  have  to  set  the  adjustment  because  you 
had  so  many  exemptions  you  would  have  to  set  it  at  20  and  take  it 
out  of  the  hides  of  just  a  few  people.  It  almost  completely — well,  it 
headed  in  the  direction  of  just  completely  destroying  the  burley  to¬ 
bacco  program  and  reducin  git  to  where  you  wouldn’t  have  anybody 
i  nthe  program  that  would  be  producing  over  a  fixed  minimum  regard¬ 
less  of  what  its  history  had  been. 

Senator  Young.  You  have  some  rather  difficult  adjustments  to 
make.  In  South  Carolina,  I  imagine,  with  those  big  atomic  instal¬ 
lation  sites  there,  a  lot  of  farmers  are  forced  out  of  production  and 
maybe  in  those  counties  affected  they  would  have  a  pretty  high  level 
acreage  of  almost  any  crop  under  allotments. 

In  my  State  we  have  the  Garrison  Dam  which  takes  out  450,000 
acres.  If  you  confine  the  reduction  to  just  the  counties  affected  they 
would  be  in  pretty  good  shape.  But  if  you  have  more  acreage  on  a 
State  level  to  work  with  in  making  adjustments  I  think  you  can  do  a 
fairer  job. 

Mr.  Marshall? 

Mr.  Marshall.  This  has  not  been  mentioned.  We  have  not  talked 
about  it  particularly  yet.  That  is  in  regard  to  the  heavy  carryovers, 
in  building  up  additional  carryover.  We  have  in  the  corn  bins  in 
Iowa  stocks  of  corn  that  are  up  to  5  years  old.  The  larger  our  carry¬ 
over  in  any  specific  commodity  gets,  the  older  some  portion  of  it  tends 
to  become.  We  have  noticed  in  Nebraska,  especially  in  our  wheat 
area — I  have  my  own  wheat  bins  and  wheat  storage  facilities — that  we 
are  having  considerable  more  trouble  with  insect  infestation,  weevil 
and  that  type,  in  maintaining  the  condition  of  our  grain  stocks  than 
we  used  to  have. 

It  seems  that  there  is  a  gradual  trend  to  the  increasing  of  insect  pop¬ 
ulation  in  an  area  where  we  did  not  have  much  trouble  with  the  weevil 
at  all.  In  the  East  it  is  more  humid,  and  some  of  the  Southern  States 
have  more  trouble.  It  is  spreading  into  our  area.  The  advent  of  the 
Food  and  Drug  people  in  this  particular  field  has  deferred  action  at 
the  present,  but  they  did  not  abandon  it,  they  deferred  it,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it.  That  presents  a  problem  of  keeping  stocks  in  condition. 
Wheat  has  a  tendency  to  deteriorate  pretty  fast,  especially  if  you  are 
in  an  area  where  you  have  this  weevil  infestation.  As  I  said,  it  is 
spreading.  Heavy  carryovers  present  an  additional  problem  in  the 
maintaining  of  its  condition.  When  it  gets  to  the  point  where  it  may 
be  condemned  by  the  Pure  Food  and  Drug  and  thrown  into  livestock 
feed,  then  you  get  pressure  put  on  corn  and  then  if  we  follow  this 
small  minimum  acres  proposition  over  here,  the  increasing  of  the  min¬ 
imum  acres  over  here,  you  will  have  the  switch  of  wheat  to  the  small 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  83 


area  and  you  will  have  the  fellow  out  in  the  West  where  it  is  risky, 
planting  corn  because  he  has  to  do  something  with  the  additional  acres 
he  takes  out. 

It  throws  the  production  out  of  gear  by  the  various  areas  that  are 
geographically  favorably  located  for  the  production  of  a  specific  crop. 

Senator  Young.  I  would  like  to  ask  my  old  friend  Frank  Woolley 
a  question.  It  is  opening  up  a  new  subject.  I  notice  in  your  state¬ 
ment  you  think  90  percent  supports  are  largely  responsible  for  the 
surplus  situation.  Ninety  percent  supports  may  to  some  extent  en¬ 
courage  greater  production,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  the  entire  answer, 
or  far  from  it.  I  would  like  to  have  you  comment  on  this  observation. 
In  the  spring  wheat  area  we  had  either  acreage  control  or  quotas  or 
both  from  1938  to  1942.  Then  we  had  allotments  again  in  1950.  The 
support  level  for  wheat,  for  the  crop  year  1938,  was  52  percent  of 
parity.  For  the  crop  year  1939  it  was  55  percent  of  parity.  In  1940, 
it  was  57  percent  of  parity.  The  amendment  to  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1938  provided  85  percent  supports  on  wheat  for  the  crop  years  1941 
through  1943.  We  had  lower  support  levels  during  those  years  than 
all  have  now  and  we  had  a  bad  surplus  situation.  How  do  you 
explain  it? 

Mr.  Woolley.  If  your  question  is  that  I  believe  price  is  the  only 
factor  in  production,  the  answer  is  No.  But  if  you  have  a  guaranteed 
profitable  price  for  a  commodity,  the  more  profitable  it  is  the  more 
you  are  inviting  in  additional  people  to  put  more  resources  in,  to  be  in 
competition  with  the  regular  producers,  and  you  create  more 
production. 

If  you  don’t  concurrently,  with  that  action,  increase  your  markets, 
you  are  destroying  the  traditional  wheat  producer  by  that  action. 

Senator  Young.  On  the  other  hand,  as  you  know,  the  drop  in 
farm  prices  in  the  past  year,  and  more  violently  in  the  last  few  months, 
has  already  seriously  affected  our  economy.  Ford  and  General  Motors 
have  cut  their  truck  production  40  percent.  Allis-Chalmers  tell  me 
their  tractor  and  farm  machinery  sales  are  down  about  40  percent. 

If  you  lower  farm  prices,  you  seriously  affect  your  whole  economy 
because  approximately  half  of  our  entire  population  lives  in  little 
towns  of  2,500  and  less,  and  on  the  farms. 

If  you  lower  that  farm  income  you  lower  the  purchasing  power  of 
the  consumers,  do  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  are  not  for  lowering  income.  We  are  for  in¬ 
creasing  his  real  income. 

Senator  Young.  I  started  something.. 

Mr.  Wooley.  Yes.  I  think  we  ought  to  take  a  minute  on  this. 
This  is  the  very  crux  of  what  that  is  all  about.  We  want  the 
farmer’s  real  income  to  be  as  high  as  it  can  be.  Now,  where  is 
the  farmer  today?  The  farmer  is  caught  once  again  in  a  squeeze 
whereby  the  things  that  he  is  selling  are  going  down,  and  the  things 
that  he  is  buying  are  going  up. 

Senator  Young.  I  noticed  a  report  the  day  before  yesterday  that 
living  costs  are  at  an  all-time  high,  and  this  in  spite  of  the  fact  farm 
commodity  prices  are  way  down. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Yes.  Farmers  have  the  highest  per  capita  invest¬ 
ment  of  any  industry  in  the  United  States.  Their  per  capita  in¬ 
vestment  is  over  $14,000,  while  the  average  of  other  industries  is 
only  $7,000.  You  go  out  in  Illinois  and  the  per  capita  investment 
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out  there  is  $44,000.  If  the  farmer  gets  caught  in  his  costs  all  the  way 
clown  the  line,  if  taxes  are  put  in  on  raw  materials  at  the  first  step 
in  the  process,  the  second  step,  and  everything  that  he  buys  is  higher 
and  higher,  no  wonder  he  is  in  a  bad  position. 

But  what  does  this  basically  come  from?  That  basically  stems 
from  a  lot  of  very  fundamentally  unsound  economics.  The  idea  that 
you  give  this  group  something  and  you  are  going  to  give  this  group 
something,  you  are  going  to  give  this  group  something,  and  they  tell 
the  farmer  “Get  yours  while  the  getting  is  good,  take  yours,  because 
somebody  else  is  getting  it,”  instead  of  saying  “We  are  going  to  stop 
everybody  from  getting  what  they  shouldn’t  get,”  which  will  have 
the  effect  of  holding  down  the  costs.  When  you  mine  ore  in  the 
Mesabi  Range  you  get  a  tax  put  on  it.  When  you  start  moving  it  over 
the  lakes,  there  is  a  tax  put  on  it.  When  you  mine  the  limestone 
in  Indiana  to  marry  with  the  iron  ore,  you  get  a  tax  on  it.  Where 
do  those  taxes  all  pop  up  ? 

The  idea  that  the  boys  in  Pittsburgh  and  Philadelphia  and  New 
York  are  paying  the  taxes,  this  is  the  fraud  that  is  being  perpetrated  | 
on  the  farmer.  The  farmer  is  paying  taxes  also.  He  is  getting  it  in 
the  neck  because  it  all  pops  up  in  his  costs.  You  see  he  doesn’t 
get  this  net.  The  money  is  running  through  his  hands  but  it  doesn’t 
stay  there.  We  don't  believe  you  ought  to  invite  in  additional  com¬ 
petitors  to  farmers  by  insuring  that  they  can  come  in  and  have  a 
profitable  price.  We  don’t  think  you  ought  to  invite  in  more  and  more 
way  beyond  your  markets.  If  you  are  going  to  use  your  capital 
in  this  country  intelligently,  you  are  not  going  to  move  more  capital 
into  the  production  of  more  wheat  when  you  are  already  drowning 
in  the  supply  of  wheat  you  already  have.  This  is  not  an  intelligent 
way  to  solve  the  problem.  The  intelligent  way  to  solve  the  problem 
is  to  see  that  additional  capital  doesn’t  move  into  the  production  of 
additional  wheat.  Use  the  capital  for  something  else  that  we  want. 

Senator  Young.  There  are  many  other  things  involved  there. 

Mr.  Woolley.  That  is  basically  what  is  going  on. 

Senator  Young.  I  cannot  understand  how  a  farmer  can  exist  when 
everybody  else  can  fix  their  costs  and  the  farmers  are  the  only  ones 
that  cannot. 

Mr.  W  oolley.  If  you  invite  more  and  more  competitors  in  with  that 
farmer,  why  do  you  not  expect  him  to  get  into  trouble  ?  ( 

Senator  Young.  The  farmer  is  about  the  only  one  now  existing  on 
a  competitive  basis. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Oh,  no. 

Senator  Young.  Who  else? 

Mr.  Woolley.  This  is  not  right  at  all.  The  whole  idea — that  is  the 
story  that  is  sold,  that  if  a  fellow  is  being  subsidized,  this  fellow  is 
being  subsidized  and  this  fellow,  and  therefore  you  should  get  your 
subsidy  whether  it  makes  any  sense  or  not.  That  is  the  very  deal  that 
is  being  sold.  But  at  the  same  time  you  are  bringing  more  and  more 
facilities  into  the  production  of  agricultural  commodities  and  then 
the  question  is  asked  “Why  is  the  farmer  in  trouble  ?”  He  is  in  trouble 
because  you  brought  in  more  people  in  competition  with  him,  you  have 
saddled  him  with  costs,  and  all  on  the  premise  that  what  he  should  do 
is  accept  more  subsidies. 

This  is  not  sound  economics  any  place. 
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Senator  Young.  You  look  at  farm  price  supports  as  direct 
subsidies  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Reasonable  price  supports  which  will  help  stabilize 
price  and  production,  help  operate  a  storage  program,  and  which  will 
iron  out  the  wide  fluctuations,  are  in  the  interest  of  the  farmer.  But 
whenever  you  get  any  program  up  to  a  point  where  it  brings  into  the 
production  of  agricultural  commodities  competitors  who  have  no  busi¬ 
ness  being  in  there,  and  who  are  not  producing  for  the  market  but 
are  producing  for  the  Government,  it  is  unsound  and  against  the 
interest  of  the  regular  farm  producers  who  are  on  a  sound  basis. 

Senator  Young.  I  do  not  agree  with  you.  That  is  a  poor  answer 
in  my  opinion  to  this  whole  situation. 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  are  in  a  mess  by  overproduction. 

Senator  Young.  Will  you  let  the  chairman  say  a  word? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Surely,  excuse  me. 

Senator  Young.  In  the  past  2  years  we  imported  approximately  250 
million  bushels  of  feed  wheat,  oats,  rye,  and  barley  from  Canada. 
That  seriously  affected  us  in  North  Dakota.  The  costs  to  the  Canadian 
farmer  for  production  are  far  less.  The  rail  costs  and  transportation 
costs  are  about  a  third  of  wliat  ours  are. 

Their  labor  costs  are  way  down.  Canada  is  practically  out  of  debt, 
which  permits  low  taxes.  How  can  we  compete  with  them?  As  you 
know,  the  tariff  on  imports  of  agricultural  commodities  is  only  ap¬ 
proximately  half  of  the  tariff  or  duty  on  industrial  goods. 

Mr.  Woolley.  You  are  not  saying  that  our  trade  with  Canada  is 
unsound,  are  you  ? 

Senator  Young.  I  think  it  is  at  the  present  time.  I  do  not  think 
we  should  take  unlimited  quantities  of  oats,  barley,  and  rye  from 
Canada.  I  think  it  should  be  limited  by  quotas.  The  farmers  of  our 
country  at  least  ought  to  know  how  much  we  are  going  to  take  from 
them  next  year.  If  we  are  going  to  compete  with  the  Canadian  farm¬ 
ers,  we  are  going  to  be  out  of  business.  Obviously  they  can  produce 
feed  and  wheat  much  cheaper  than  we  can,  for  the  reasons  1  stated. 

Mr.  Woolley.  That  gets  into  the  whole  question  of  the  theory  of 
restrictions  on  the  one  hand  versus  expansion  on  the  other.  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  competition  of  the  Mississippi  labor  has  lowered  the 
standard  of  living  for  the  people  in  Illinois,  for  example.  Trade  on  a 
free  basis  between  the  48  States  has  added  to  the  strength  of  the 
United  States  and  not  detracted  from  it.  I  think  likewise  that  if  we 
were  to  trade  with  Canada,  participate  with  Canada  on  a  sound  basis 
without  devices — obviously  you  cannot  pull  them  all  down  at  one 
time — without  those,  instead  of  reducing  the  real  income  of  the  people 
of  the  North  American  Continent,  including  the  United  States  and 
Canada,  it  would  enhance  that  income ;  it  would  increase  our  real  in¬ 
come  here  in  the  United  States. 

Senator  Young.  Don’t  you  think  there  should  be  a  quota  or  limit? 

Mr.  Woolley.  I  think  you  have  to,  within  the  existing  framework 
of  things,  work  them  out  on  an  intelligent  basis  step  by  step.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  do  not  think  we  are  going  to  solve  any  problems  if  you  move 
in  the  direction  of  adding  more  restrictions.  We  have  got  to  expand 
our  markets.  Basically  and  fundamentally  our  wheat,  our  cotton, 
and  many  of  our  agricultural  commodities  are  dependent,  as  to  whether 
or  not  they  are  profit  able  or  unprofitable,  on  whether  or  not  we  export 


86  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

those  commodities.  Canada  is  a  good  cash  purchaser  of  United  States, 
commodities.  We  should  keep  that  relationship. 

We  are  going  to  have  to  orient  our  policies  toward  exports. 

Senator  Young.  We  have  to  import  many  commodities.  We  import 
more  than  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  coffee  each  year.  We  actually 
import  more  farm  commodities  than  we  export.  Our  export  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  has  suffered  far  greater  than  exports  of  indus¬ 
trial  commodities.  I  got  a  letter  from  a  farmer  the  other  day.  He 
has  three  pieces  of  John  Deere  equipment.  Stamped  on  each  side  of 
them  is  “Made  in  Canada.” 

Mr.  Woolley.  This  country  is  geared  up  both  agriculturally  and 
industrially  and  in  the  mass  production  industries  to  produce  more 
efficiently  than  our  competitors.  The  question  is  whether  or  not  we 
will  or  will  not  price  our  commodities  in  such  a  way  that  we  can 
compete. 

Senator  Young.  One  of  our  big  troubles,  of  course,  is  higher  wages, 
higher  standards  of  living,  higher  taxes.  We  are  having  more  trouble 
getting  our  farm  commodities  to  the  consuming  areas  because  of  the 
tremendous  transportation  rates.  The  gentleman  from  Washington 
stated  that  problem  well.  That  is  one  of  our  real  problems.  I  do  not 
know  how  we  are  going  to  exist  out  there  in  the  Northwest  unless  we  do 
more  feeding.  That  is  one  of  the  answers  to  our  North  Dakota 
farmers.  We  have  this  very  cheap  grain. 

My  own  boys  on  our  farm  are  expanding  feeding  operations.  They 
sold  cattle  in  the  St.  Paul  market  last  week  for  22 y2  ments,  which  isn’t 
too  bad  a  price  in  comparison  to  the  cost  of  our  feed. 

Mr.  Woollet.  The  price  of  that  feed  has  to  be  reasonable  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  competitive  feeds. 

Senator  Young.  I  opened  up  this  question,  and  I  would  not  like  to 
close  it  without  each  one  of  your  States  presidents  commenting,  if 
they  wish. 

Mr.  Gillespie.  I  think  what  is  causing  our  trouble  in  the  wheat  in¬ 
dustry — causing  a  lot  of  our  troubles  in  comparison  with  the  Canadian 
wheat  farmer — is  that  we  have  a  price-support  program  in  the  United 
States  that  is  an  incentive  program  for  continually  expanding  produc¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  also  pricing  us  out  of  a  lot  of  market  that  they  don’t 
have  in  Canada.  I  think  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  are  in 
this  difficulty.  Of  course,  the  Canadian  wheat  farmers  are  in  diffi¬ 
culty  too  as  far  as  getting  enough  markets.  But  they  are  willing 
to  sell  at  a  lesser  price.  They  do  not  have  a  high  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  an  incentive  program  and  that  keeps  them  expanding 
their  production. 

Senator  Young.  Senator  Mundt? 

Senator  Mundt.  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  analogy  between 
the  Mississippi  laboringman  and  the  Illinois  laboringman  as  a  true 
analogy  with  foreign  trade  because  of  the  factors  confronted  by  the 
Mississippi  laboringman  on  the  farm  that  I  presume  you  are  talking 
about,  the  farmer,  and  the  Illinois  farmer  and  his  hired  man,  whereby 
they  all  share  the  same  Federal  income  tax,  transportation  rates  are 
the  same,  and  interest  rates  are  substantially  the  same. 

When  you  start  applying  that  same  relationship  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  you  run  into  a  great  many  variations  which  upset  all  the  cal¬ 
culations.  I  don’t  think  we  can  conclude  because  trade  between  the 
States  does  not  tend  to  reduce  all  to  the  lowest  level  that  it  would 
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not  tend  in  the  direction  of  reducing  us  to  the  lowest  level  if  we  just 
had  free  trade  with  all  the  nations  of  the  world,  because  then  the 
countries  that  do  not  have  these  great  carrying  costs  and  fixed  charges 
and  high  standards  of  living  will  put  their  material  into  the  American 
market. 

As  this  gentleman  said,  we  may  price  ourselves  out  of  the  market  by 
keeping  up  a  respectable  level  for  American  farm  products,  but  we 
have  also  priced  the  Canadian  merchandise  into  the  American  mar¬ 
ket  and  we  will  bring  the  foreign  produce  of  the  world  into  the  Amer¬ 
ican  market  if  Ave  insist,  as  I  think  we  should,  that  the  American 
farmer  is  entitled  to  the  American  standard  of  living  the  same  as  the 
American  businessman  and  the  American  laborer.  I  do  not  see  how 
we  are  going  to  operate  on  a  theory  that  recognizes,  as  it  does,  in  the  im¬ 
portation  of  agricultural  products  that  the  manufacturer  and  the 
laborer  are  entitled  to  the  American  standard  of  living  so  they  get 
American  tariff  protection,  but  when  it  comes  to  the  farmer  he  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  in  competition  with  the  world. 

I  do  not  think  that  will  Avork  out. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Let  me  ask  you  if  this  is  your  thesis :  that  we  should 
raise  the  support  prices  Avith  respect  to  either  agricultural  or  indus¬ 
trial  commodities  in  the  United  States  with  the  idea  that  price  re¬ 
flects  standard  of  living  by  itself.  You  should  raise  it  more  and  more 
to  get  more  and  more  inefficient  marginal  producers  into  production  in 
the  United  States  that  can  compete  less  and  less,  and  thereby  raise 
your  tariff  walls  and  your  restrictions  to  having  commodities  coming 
into  this  country  higher  and  higher.  Do  you  think  that  will  reflect  a 
higher  standard  of  living;  that  you  will  have  more  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  to  exchange  among  yourselves  in  the  United  States? 

Senator  Mundt.  It  is  followed  by  a  good  rule  of  reason.  We  haA'e 
historical  indices  showing  that  Ave  have  done  that.  We  have  raised 
the  standard  of  living  by  maintaining  high  levels  of  efficiency,  by 
maintaining  adequate  protection.  That  has  been  done  since  colonial 
days. 

Mr.  Woolley.  By  bringing  more  marginal  production  in? 

Senator  Mundt.  It  has  not  resulted  in  that  because  we  have  become 
the  most  efficient  country  in  the  world.  Your  conclusions  do  not  fol¬ 
low  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Woolley.  What  will  we  do  with  our  production?  What  will 
AAre  do  Avith  our  wheat  ? 

Senator  Mundt.  Where  Ave  have  a  surplus  I  Avant  to  give  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  authority  to  utilize  that  as  procurement 
power  abroad  to  bring  into  the  country  material  that  we  do  need,  and 
it  is  not  competitive  with  the  American  farmer  and  the  American  pro¬ 
ducer.  We  are  in  surplus  in  certain  commodities  on  which  Ave  maintain 
a  price  floor.  It  is  perfectly  feasible  and  perfectly  plausible,  and 
nothing  but  the  reluctance  to  try  something  new  prevents  our  en¬ 
deavoring  to  do  it,  to  use  that  as  a  bartering  wampum  that  the  Indians 
use,  to  use  it  as  a  procurement  power,  to  go  out  and  buy  the  tin,  tea, 
coffee,  rubber,  and  bananas  that  Ave  do  not  raise,  bring  them  in  and  pay 
for  them  with  things  that  Ave  have  in  surplus.  Then  our  surplus  is 
gone  and  we  have  solved  the  problem  instead  of  aggravating  it. 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  are  very  much  concerned  about  finding  firm  mar¬ 
kets  for  our  production.  We  are  convinced  that,  unless  we  do,  Ave  have 
to  contract  our  agriculture  plant. 
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Senator  Muxdt.  We  have  learned  through  lend-lease  and  through 
MSA  and  UNKRA  and  point  4  that  we  can  find  markets  for  American 
products  long  as  we  give  them  away.  Instead  of  having  the  Govern¬ 
ment  give  them  away,  you  propose  to  have  the  farmer  give  them  away. 
They  can  get  plenty  of  markets  at  that  price  and  go  broke.  If  he  gives 
away  50  or  60  percent  of  it,  the  farmer,  in  my  opinion,  is  entitled  to  the 
same  kind  of  break  that  the  industrialists  get  when  they  sell  their 
material  overseas. 

They  get  the  full  cost  of  production  plus  a  profit.  Why  shouldn’t 
the  farmer  get  it? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Are  you  suggesting  that  we  should  guarantee  a 
profitable  price  to  everybody  that  wants  to  be  in  any  business  ? 

Senator  Munot.  I  am  suggesting  we  apply  the  same  rule  of  reason 
to  the  farmer  that  we  have  applied  to  the  price  structure  generally,  and 
to  the  laboring  man  by  guaranteeing  him  a  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Minimum  wage  and  profitable  price  on  an  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  are  not  the  same  thing. 

Senator  Mundt.  Pretty  much  the  same  thing  as  far  as  the  recipient 
is  concerned. 

Mr.  Woolley.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Mundt.  Tell  me  what  is  wrong. 

Mr.  W  oolley.  We  believe  that  what  we  want  is  a  minimum  wage 
in  effect  as  far  as  agriculture  is  concerned.  That  is  not  what  we 
want  as  a  wage.  That  is  not  it  at  all.  That  is  not  what  the  laboring 
man  wants.  If  you  think  the  laboring  man  is  going  to  settle  for  75 
cents  an  hour,  I  am  sure  that  you  will  agree  that  that  is  not  what 
he  wants  to  settle  for. 

Senator  Mundt.  No.  He  has  that  as  a  floor,  has  he  not  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  What  is  his  goal?  Ilis  goal  certainly  is  not  that 
minimum.  That  is  exactly  what  we  want.  There  is  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  100  percent  of  parity.  This  is  our  goal.  A  fair  wage  is  the 
laboring  man’s  goal.  He  wants  a  minimum  floor  under  there.  That 
is  what  we  want. 

Senator  Mundt.  We  agree  on  the  minimum  floor.  Let  vis  talk  about 
the  goal.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  goal  that  the  martime 
industry  gets  and  what  the  farmer  wants?  The  martime  industry 
gets  it  from  its  Government,  a  direct  subsidy  to  build  a  ship.  They 
get  a  direct  subsidy  to  guarantee  that  they  operate  the  ship  at  a  profit 
because  we  say  the  martime  industry  is  important  to  the  defense. 

I  guess  that  is  right,  although  I  am  a  landlubber  from  South  Da¬ 
kota.  The  farmer  produces  something  which  I  think  is  just  as  im¬ 
portant  to  national  defense  when  you  come  to  foodstuffs.  He  is  oper¬ 
ating  in  an  area  where  you  have  fixed  economy,  regulations  permeating 
the  whole  structure. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Which? 

Senator  Mundt.  The  farmer  operates  in  an  economy  where  a  great 
many  fixed  charges  are  prescribed.  He  cannot  change  them.  Interest 
rates,  transportation  rates,  he  has  to  pay  his  share  of  all  these  other 
subsidies  that  go  to  the  air  industry  and  the  maritime  industry.  He 
is  operating  in  an  area  where  the  floor  has  been  conducive — now  we  are 
back  to  wages — has  been  conducive  to  moving  up  from  that  floor 
because  the  Americans  are  ambitious  so  they  get  a  wage  contract. 

They  get  a  wage  contract  in  steel.  Steel  goes  up  $5  a  ton.  Who 
pays  it?  The  farmer.  Are  you  suggesting  we  ignore  the  farmer 
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and  say  “You  bob  around  and  around  on  the  sea  that  goes  up  and 
down.”  He  has  to  have  the  same  philosophy  behind  him. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Your  argument  is  that,  inasmuch  as  you  have  to  sub¬ 
sidize  the  merchant  marine - 

Senator  Mundt.  I  don’t  say  we  have  to.  We  do. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Your  argument  is  that,  inasmuch  as  you  subsidize 
the  merchant  marine  on  a  profitable  basis,  that  it  is  therefore  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Federal  Government  to  subsidize  every  other  industry 
on  a  profitable  basis  ? 

Senator  Mundt.  Not  at  all.  I  said  we  subsidize  the  merchant  ma¬ 
rine,  we  give  the  railroads  and  the  trucks  through  the  ICC  a  guaran¬ 
teed  rate;  interest  rates  are  fixed,  and,  because  we  have  fixed  wage- 
and-hour  contracts,  because  we  have  so  many  fixed  elements  in  the 
economy,  you  cannot  permit  the  farmer  not  to  have  a  protection  which 
is  in  harmony  with  that  philosophy. 

If  it  is  just  the  merchant  marine,  skip  it. 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  agree  we  have  price  supports.  The  question  is 
do  you  want  to  suspend  completely  the  market  system  and  allocate? 
If  you  want  to  do  that  then  you  have  gone  completely  away  frdtm  our 
economic  system  and  adopted  a  new  system. 

Senator  Mundt.  You  agree  on  price  supports  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  I  agree  wTe  ought  to  have  reasonable  price  supports. 
I  was  talking  to  Mr.  Shaw  and  the  boys  on  tobacco.  They  are  strong 
for  90  percent  on  tobacco.  Let  me  tell  you :  If  you  were  to  say  to  the 
tobacco  producers  that  you  are  going  to  support  the  price  not  at  55 
cents  a  pound  on  tobacco  but  at  75  cents  a  pound  on  tobacco,  which 
would  be  more  comparable  to  90  cents  on  wheat  that  you  have  now, 
they  would  be  in  here  with  the  fur  flying,  absolutely  opposed  to  it, 
because  it  was  going  to  destroy  their  market  for  tobacco  and  they  could 
not  sell  it  in  the  market.  They  would  be  against  it. 

Senator  Mundt.  Against  90  percent  support  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  No.  I  said  they  would  be  against  unreasonably  high 
price  supports. 

Senator  Mundt.  You  say  the  price  supports  are  high.  On  reason¬ 
able  price  supports  I  agree.  I  think  90  percent  is  reasonable.  Do  you 
agree  with  that  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  If  you  say  90  percent  on  tobacco  is  reasonable,  and 
that  therefore - 

Senator  Mundt.  I  use  tobacco,  but  do  not  grow  it.  Talk  about  corn 
or  wheat.  I  know  more  about  that. 

Mr.  Woolley.  I  want  to  get  a  point  across  to  you.  If  you  say  90 
percent  support  on  tobacco  is  reasonable,  therefore  90  percent  support 
on  wheat  is  reasonable.  It  does  not  follow,  because  the  way  you 
calculate  parity  and  what  is  in  parity,  and  all  of  that  jungle  back  in 
there,  makes  those  kinds  of  easy  assumptions  absolutely  false.  They 
do  not  follow. 

Senator  Young.  If  the  farmer  could  exist  without  90  percent  sup¬ 
ports,  I  would  go  along  with  you.  But  I  do  not  think  he  can  under 
our  present  economic  conditions. 

Mr.  Woolley.  We  are  not  advocating  him  going  along  without  price 
supports.  We  are  advocating  him  going  along  at  such  a  point  where 
you  don’t  invite  additional  facilities  in. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Fleming? 
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STATEMENT  OF  ROGER  FLEMING,  SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Fleming.  I  would  like  to  make  three  points  quickly.  Number 
one,  I  am  sure  Senator  Mundt  didn’t  intend  in  his  discussion  to  infer 
that  a  million  and  a  half  farmers  would  themselves  decide  to  decrease 
their  income. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Fleming.  Therefore  you  can  start  with  the  assumption  that  it 
is  their  best  judgment  that  their  recommendations  increase  income 
to  the  producers.  Any  other  assumption  seems  to  me  strange. 

The  second  point,  and  it  is  reflected  in  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Woolley 
and  the  State  presidents  who  are  here,  is  that  farmers  have  a  charac¬ 
teristic  that  they  like  to  keep  their  end  of  a  bargain.  They  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  act  of  1938,  1948,  and  1949  on  the  philosophy  that  if  the 
Government  would  provide  a  price  support  they  would  keep  supplies 
in  line  with  demand. 

Now  the  question  comes  as  to  whether  or  not  the  farmer  is  going 
to  keep  his  end  of  the  bargain.  That  is  what  the  discussion  is  all 
about  with  regard  to  this  bill.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons  that  the 
representatives  of  our  wheat-producing  States  had  the  firm  convic¬ 
tion  they  had  with  regard  to  this  bill  because  they  don’t  want  to  be  a 
party  to  misleading  the  American  people  into  thinking  that  you  can 
solve  this  problem  this  way  by  not  adjusting,  or  secondly  that  they 
are  unwilling  to  keep  their  end  of  the  bargain.  They  want  to  keep 
their  end  of  the  bargain.  A  farmer’s  word  is  good.  Anybody  who 
gets  them  maneuvered  into  a  position  where  they  can  not  keep  their 
word  takes  on  substantial  responsibility  too,  as  we  proceed  to  discuss 
the  ad j ustment  programs  in  the  years  ahead.  Those  are  the  two  points 
I  would  like  to  make  because  we  have  gotten  to  the  point,  as  Mr.  Wool¬ 
ley’s  statement  reflects  here  in  terms  of  the  supply  situation,  where 
we  are  going  to  demonstrate  whether  we  mean  it  or  not  when  we  say 
we  are  going  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with  effective  demand. 

That  is  why  it  is  such  a  fundamental  decision. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  was  late.  I  was  in  another  committee  hearing. 
What  is  your  recommendation  on  the  number  of  acres  that  this  bill 
should  contain  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Sixty  million.  This  recommendation  was  formu¬ 
lated  before  the  full  knowledge  of  the  last  crop  report  was  available 
to  the  effect  that  there  was  going  to  be  92y2  million  more  bushels 
produced  than  had  been  indicated  in  a  prior  crop  report. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Senator  Young,  I  have  a  friend  who  lives  in  Illinois. 
He  plants  clover  every  year.  He  told  me  that  he  used  to  always 
plant  oats  as  a  cover  crop,  a  nurse  crop  for  clover.  But  with  high 
prices  for  wheat  he  did  a  little  experimenting  and  found  he  could 
plant  wheat  in  the  fall,  put  his  clover  in  in  the  spring,  and  take  out  a 
crop  of  wheat  at  a  high  price  that  would  buy  more  oats  than  he  could 
produce,  so  he  went  into  the  wheat  production.  He  is  part  of  the  79.9 
wheat  increase  in  Illinois,  which  he  wasn’t  previously. 

Senator  Mundt.  Is  he  in  the  exempt  class? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Probably  under  the  new  classification  he  would 
be  in  the  exempt  class. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Before  you  came  in,  Senator  Mundt,  it  came  out  very 
•clearly  here  that  there  are  definitely  many  big  wheat  producers  out  in 
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your  country,  in  Kansas  and  the  rest  of  the  Great  Plains  area  that  are 
concerned  about  this  from  the  standpoint  of  the  amount  of  production 
it  lets  out  from  under,  and  they  are  saying  if  we  are  going  to  vote 
quotas  on  ourselves,  we  might  as  well  throw  the  whole  thing  over  and 
not  vote  quotas  in  this  area. 

This  is  not  a  completely  unfounded  point  of  view  from  their 
standpoint. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  think  you  would  agree,  however,  that  if  we  are 
going  to  have  a  referendum  on  this  that  it  is  very  important  that  the 
farmer  vote  these  quotas,  that  we  do  not  go  down  to  50  percent  of 
parity. 

Mr.  Woolley.  Not  at  the  expense,  however,  of  excluding  from 
voting  such  a  high  percentage  of  your  farmers  and  such  a  sizable 
percentage  of  the  production  exempting  them  from  quotas  that  you 
have  created  more  problems  than  you  have  solved  by  what  you  have 
done. 

Mr.  Gillespie.  After  all,  isn’t  that  their  decision  to  make?  And 
shouldn’t  all  farmers  interested  in  really  producing  wheat  have  an 
opportunity  to  vote  ? 

Mr.  Woolley.  Twenty -five  acres  of  wheat  is  pretty  substantial. 

Senator  Mundt.  Where  do  you  think  the  limit  should  be  drawn? 
You  wouldn’t  want  every  farmer  to  vote,  one  with  a  couple  of  acres 
of  wheat,  for  example. 

Mr.  Gillespie.  We  might  very  well  take  a  look  to  see  whether  that 
is  too  high  or  not  under  present  conditions  and  under  the  things 
that  it  may  do. 

Senator  Mundt.  Suppose  you  got  it  so  small  that  the  little  fellow 
would  say  “It  doesn’t  make  any  difference  to  me.  I  am  going  to  vote 
against  this.”  Then  what  ? 

Mr.  Gillespie.  We  have  to  be  realistic  and  face  up  to  the  proposi¬ 
tion.  If  we  are  going  to  restrict  our  production  and  ask  for  high 
price  supports,  we  have  to  do  it.  In  order  to  have  high  price  supports, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  restrict  our  production.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  hold  it  in  line  with  market  demands. 

Senator  Mundt.  What  we  are  concerned  about,  what  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about,  and  I  think  you  are,  too,  I  think  it  would  be  very 
serious  to  the  economy  of  the  country  if  the  wheat  farmer  were 
to  get  50  percent  of  parity  for  his  wheat  crop.  Would  you  agree  to 
that  ? 

Mr.  Gillespie.  Yes;  certainly. 

Senator  Mundt.  What  we  are  concerned  about  is  not  getting  in  a 
position  where  the  little  fellows  would  vote  the  big  fellows  getting 
50  percent  of  parity.  You  fellows  are  closer  to  the  farmers  than  we 
are.  It  is  on  that  that  we  need  guidance.  If  we  make  a  bad  guess 
we  can  wreck  the  economy  of  the  wheat  farmer.  It  is  bad  for  the 
country,  the  farm  bureaus,  and  everybody. 

Mr.  Marshall.  What  sentiment  I  have  sampled,  I  have  done  fairly. 
I  have  presented  the  picture  and  have  not  given  a  distorted  one  that 
the  Secretary  could  give  on  supports  and  so  forth.  I  gave  it  very 
clearly,  if  marketing  quotas  were  rejected,  what  would  hapen  to  your 
price  supports  and  so  forth.  I  have  had  the  reaction  since  the  time 
that  the  bill  was  in  the  House,  so  we  knew  this  proposal  was  up  to 
increase  the  acres  below  which  the  minimum  was  not  affected.  The 
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big  producers  have  the  definite  reaction  that  if  we  are  going  to  leave 
that  many  out  we  may  as  well  all  stay  out  and  vote  against  it.  I  have 
had  that  reaction  in  the  country. 

I  am  afraid  it  will  act  in  the  opposite  direction  than  the  one  we  had 
hoped  to  get  by  getting  the  wheat  producer,  strictly  wheat  producer, 
to  say  that  this  other  fellow  is  going  to  be  out  from  under,  he  has  a 
chance  to  diversify,  and  so  on,  if  that  is  going  to  be  the  case  we  will 
vote  him  in. 

Senator  Young.  That  is  a  point  worth  considering. 

Senator  Mundt.  A  very  interesting  observation.  We  are  concerned 
about  the  50  percent  of  parity.  It  will  precipitate  a  depression  in  the 
Farm  Belt  that  will  go  through  our  whole  economy. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question  and  this  is  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  committee.  Don’t  wheat  producers  need  to  take  a 
serious  look  at  their  method  of  calculating  parity,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  we  have  made  such  tremendous  strides  technologically?  Wheat 
has  pulled  itself  away  from  the  other  commodities  on  the  related 
basis.  One  of  our  statisticians  had  a  rundown  some  time  ago  from 
down  in  our  State  showing  what  the  average  commodity  producer 
earned. 

The  tobacco  man  earns  about  $1  an  hour.  The  cotton  man  about 
$l-some  cents  an  hour.  The  dairyman  a  little  less  than  a  dollar  an 
hour,  but  we  allow  him  to  work  7  days  a  week  and  24  hours  a  day 
so  he  gets  a  lot  of  overtime.  That  is  not  meant  to  be  sarcastic.  But 
the  wheatgrower,  according  to  our  folks,  makes  about  $4  an  hour  on 
the  same  basis. 

I  am  asking  that  as  a  question.  I  am  not  stating  it  as  a  fact.  I  am 
posing  it  as  a  question  to  the  committee  that  they  might  suggest  to  the 
wheatgrowers  that  they  take  a  look  at  this  and  see  if  it  has  unrelated 
itself  marketwise  to  the  rest  of  the  commodities  we  deal  with. 

Senator  Young.  I  may  say  that  about  two-thirds  of  the  farmers 
in  my  State  are  in  a  rather  bad  way  financially.  I  don’t  think  the 
$4  figure  is  anywhere  near  right.  I  do  think  we  should  take  a  new  look 
at  the  parity  formulas.  Wheat  of  course  is  a  hazardous  crop  to  raise. 
It  is  true  we  have  been  fortunate  in  the  last  10  years  in  producing 
pretty  good  crops.  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  you  will  have  that 
favorable  situation  in  the  future. 

I  agree  that  we  should  take  a  new  look  at  the  entire  parity  formula 
situation.  Are  there  any  other  questions  or  statements? 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  to  have  you  people  here  this  morning.  Your 
testimony  has  been  very  helpful  to  the  committee.  Thank  you  very 
much.  That  concludes  the  hearing. 

(Whereupon,  at  12 : 18  p.  m.,  the  committee  meeting  was  concluded.) 

Statement  Filed  by  the  Honorable  William  Langee,  United  States  Senator 
From  the  State  of  North  Dakota 

I  am  filing  this  statement  with  your  committee  for  incorporation  in  the  hearings 
just  conducted  on  S.  2099,  introduced  by  Senators  Aiken,  Andrew  Schoeppel,  and 
Milton  It.  Young  which  would  exempt  farms  of  25  acres  or  less  from  wheat 
marketing  quotas  in  lieu  of  the  present  limitation  of  15  acres,  and  would  exempt 
farms  normally  producing  less  than  400  bushels  of  wheat  from  quotas,  com¬ 
pared  to  the  present  limit  of  200  bushels. 
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I  am  strongly  in  favor  of  this  bill,  although  I  am  inclined  to  feel  that  the 
minimum  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  year  should  be  not  less 
than  66  million,  rather  than  62  million  as  provided  for  in  S.  2099.  Representing 
a  farm  State  as  I  do,  I  am  expressly  interested  in  seeing  that  this  measure  is 
approved  and  enacted. 

(Letter  filed  by  the  Honorable  Lester  C.  Hunt  :) 

Wyoming  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Laramie,  Wyo.,  June  21/,  1953. 

Hon.  Lester  C.  Hunt, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Hunt  :  Farm  bureau  members  in  Wyoming  have  been  watching 
with  keen  interest  the  progress  on  H.  R.  5451  and  Senator  Mundt’s  resolution 
to  increase  the  carryover  of  wheat  and  corn. 

Recently  a  wheat  meeting  was  hurriedly  called  by  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  to  examine  these  developments.  Wyoming  had  four  repre¬ 
sentatives  present,  including  Reuben  V.  Anderson,  president  of  the  Wyoming 
Farm  Bureau  Federation.  Other  principal  wheat-growing  States  of  the  country 
were  equally  represented. 

This  group  was  unanimously  opposed  to  the  Mundt  Joint  Resolution  No.  79. 
Other  recommendations  included  some  major  changes  or  amendments  to  H.  R. 
5451.  These  changes  will  he  called  to  your  attention  by  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation.  We  urge  your  support  of  these  changes  in  the  bill.  Had 
flexible  support  prices  been  in  effect  the  past  few  years,  this  problem  of  burden¬ 
some  surpluses  would  have  taken  care  of  the  situation.  A  large  percentage 
of  the  increase  in  wheat  acreage  has  come  from  areas  east  of  the  Mississippi. 
In  other  words,  high  supports  have  made  it  profitable  to  grow  wheat  in  these 
nonwheat  areas.  Farm  bureau  has  proposed  a  sound  method  of  disposing  of  a 
portion  of  our  surpluses  through  the  Mutual  Security  Administration. 

These,  among  other  sound  proposals  advocated  by  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation,  have  the  unqualified  support  of  farm  bureau  members  in 
Wyoming  and  certainly  warrant  your  support.  We  in  Wyoming  certainly  ap- 
perciate  your  efforts  in  continuing  to  battle  for  a  sound  program. 

Sincerely, 


J.  W.  Paulson,  Executive  Secretary. 
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reported  State,  Justice,  Commerce  appropriation  bill, 
surplus  commodities  for  foreign  goods.  House  requested 
bill. 


1,  PERSONNEL}  LEAVE,  Disagreed  to  Senate  amendments  on  Fs  R,  4654,  exempting  certair 

Government  officials  from  the  Annual  and  Sick  Leave  Act  of  1951.  and  requested 
a‘ conference ,  appointing  Reps.  Rees,  Corbett,  St,  George,  Murray,  and  Davis 
(Ga, )  as  conferees  (p,  5975)* 

2.  SMAl/L  BUSINESS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment  F.  ,R« 

5141,  to  create  a  Small  Business  Administration  (F.  kept,  494) (p.  5978), 

3,  GRAZING  LAND.  Rep,  D’Twart  inserted  two  letters  favoring  his  bill,  F*  R„  4023, 

the  stockmen Is  grazing  bill  (pn.  5970-2). 

4.  ADJOURNED  until'-  Mon, ,  June  1  (p.  5978),  Legislative  program,  as  modified  (see 

Digest  No.  97),  as  stated  in  "Daily  Digest":  Mon. ,  no  business  scheduled 
Consent  Calendar  on  Tue30;  Fed.  and  balance  of  week,  Reorganization  tlan  No.  2 
on  this  Department,  and  H*  Rc  4406  and  F»  R,  992,  establishing  commissions  on 
governmental  functions  and  organization  of  the  executive  branch  (p.  D485/« 


5. 


/ 


SENATE ... 

APPROPRIATE TS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  F,  R,  4974 
the  State,  Justice,  Commerce  apor opr iat ion  bill  for  1954  (s*  Nevt.  309) (p.  5940; 
Sen*  Bridges  submitted  10  notices  of  intention  to  suspend  the  rules  for  propos¬ 
ing  amendments  to  this  bill,  including  amendments  which  would  permit  the  Secre¬ 
taries?  of  State  and  Commerce  and  the  Attorney  General,  during  the  195F  fiscal 
year,  to  terminate  the  employment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  their  respective 


"whenever  /th  ej/  ' *hs\ll  deem  such  termination:  hec«9sary  or  advisable  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of^tha  United  States'*  (pp,  59M-2)  •  /  /  , 


6.  FOREIGN’ tHADE,  The  Rulas.ani  'Administration-  ComUpittee  ^reported  with  additional 
,  .amendments  ,S5  Res o  25,  providing  for  an  investigation  .cf  means  to  expand  forei§ 
investment  and  trade  (S,  Kept#  3l0)(pp  5940). 


7.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES,  Sea,  Eastland  spoke  on  tha  f  ood.  surplus eproblem,  saying 
these  surpluses,  "with  falling  export  markets,  if  permitted  to  accumulate,  will 


.[blow  pip  the  farm  support  “-price  program."  and  urging  Bartering  surplus  farm  pro- 
,  dPQts  for  foreign  military  'equipment  (pp6  5943-5)*  \ 

*V  ’  •  •  ■'  •>  ■  •  .•  C-=  ' " '  / :  *  •'  '  -  1 


\  *  •  -t  * ; 


.  ,  NOMINATION. ,  Received  the  nomination  of  Nelson  A,  Rockefeller  to  be  Under  Sec* 

....  pet  ary  of,.  Health,  Education;  and  Welfare  (p0  5962),  .  “ 

'  '  ’ V  ‘  * "  ’  ■  *  '  »  s  ;  '*}"*"  ***  • 

9-*  ^P?!SSED  untii  Mon? ,  June’ TV  \p,  6961), 


>/ 


BILES  .INTRODUCED 


•  4 
t  ♦ 


•  *  i  * 


10.  CERTIFYING  .PAYMENTS,  S0  2018,  hy  Sen,  Laager,  to  relieve  disbursing  officers, 

.  -certifying  officers,  and  payees  with  respect  to  certain  payments  made  in  con¬ 
travention  cf  appropriation  restrictions  regarding  citizenship  status;  to- 
Judiciary  Committee  (p.  5940),  ,  " 


11,  IMMIGRATION,  H,  R,  5450*  by  Rep,  Haller,  to  admit  100,000  immigrants  who  are 
natives  and  citizens  of  Italy;  to  Judiciary  Committee  (p6  59$9)o 


12,  MARKETING  QUOTAS,  II,  R„  5451,  by  Rep0  Hope,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended;  to  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  (pe  5979), 


13.  .FARM  LOANS b  ,  He  H,  5456,  by  Rep,  Ayres,  to  extend  to  June  JO,  1954,  the  direct 
r  ho.iDe.  and.  farmhous'e  loan  authority  of  the  Administrator  of  Veteraa6§.  Affaire 
’  v  under  . title  III  of  ,.the  Servicemen* s  Readjustment  Act  qf.  1944V as  amended*, ■  to 
make  additional  funds  available  therefor,; -.to  Veterans*  Affairs  (p,  5979)  • 


14 <:  BUDGETING,  .  H0  Re30.258,  by  Rep0  Coudert,  creating  a  select  eoi&mittee -to  conduct 
.  Van  investigation  and  study  of  how  the  annual  budget  may  be  balanced  and  deficil 
financing  eliminated;  to  Rule fe '  Commit  tec.  (p<>  5979)o  .  .  ,  * 


VV 


ITEMS  XNA APPEND  IX 


.15*  BEEF  v  PH  ICES  Sen,  Eickenlooper  inserted  a  discussion  by  J,  C0  Holbert,  Iowa 
•  ...  Beef.  Producers  Association,  on  the.  reasons' for  lower  beef  prices  and  the  steps 

that  should  b©  talfan  by  the  Government  to  ’stabilize  th©  market  (pp0  A3 192-3)* 


16,  DAIRY  INDUSTRY,  Rep0'  Hop©  inserted  a  report,  titled  "Effect  of  Lower  '"Corn  Price 
Supports  on  Milk  Production  Costs*  (p,  A3 194),  •-  .  V.TV,-. 


.’-V' 

V 


17.  PRICE  CONTROLS,  Rep,  Multer  inserted  a  California  Law  Review  article  titled 

[can 


«>  ."Price  Stabilization  During  a  Period  of  Cold  War"  (pp«  A3199-203), 

.  v  *’  .  .'Rep#  Hiestaud..  inserted  the  testimony1 of  Eerrell  DoGraff  for  the  Am«ri< 

>  -i  •  Meat  Institute  before  tha  F0  Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  opposing  standby 

price-control  legislation  (ppY  A321'7-20)o  ••  •  ,  ’  * 

>„■  ,  .  •.  •  ......  >.  .  .  '  '  '  ' 

r  .  . 

Yfii  .TPT.OOP  .mTlTOnt.  \  „  4  Qfn 


18;  FLOOD  CONTROL,  "  Rep,  Smith  '(Mi ss.,  )  ‘inserted  an  address  of  Ma j 0  Oen<>  Samuel  Stur* 

’  '.v-  ■  •  s-  /  '■ 


83d  congress 

1st  Session 


H.  R.  5451 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  28, 1953 

Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  301  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

4  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (a)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (8)  the  language 

6  “during  the  ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and 

7  during  the  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton,”  and 

8  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “during  the  five 

•  -  -  .  ...  _r_  xN A 

9  calendar  years”;  and  by  deleting  the  language  “and,  in  the 

10  case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  cotton,  for  trends  in 

11  yields”. 

I 
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14 
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16 

17 
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19 
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21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


2 


(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (A)  the 
language  “per  acre  of  corn  or  wheat”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  language  “per  acre  of  the  commodity” ;  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language 
“ten  calendar  years”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn, 
and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,”;  by  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language  “weather 
conditions  and”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn,  but  not 
in  the  case  of  wheat,  for”;  by  striking  out  in  the  second 
sentence  the  language  “ten  calendar  years”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  language  “ten  or  five  calendar  years,  as  the 
case  may  be,”;  and  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence 
the  language  “ten  years”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “ten  or  five  years”. 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (E)  the 

language  “and  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  cotton  or 
peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “,  but 
not  in  the  case  of  cotton,  wheat,  or  peanuts”;  and  striking- 
out  the  language  “and  wheat,  and  five  calendar  years  in  the 
case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
wheat,  or  peanuts”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words 
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14 
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18 

19 

20 
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23 

24 
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“The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language 
less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  thereof  for 
apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new 
sentence  to  read  as  follows:  “The  reserve  acreage  set  aside 
herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used 
to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county 
allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on 
the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  five  cal¬ 
endar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  the 
word  “ten”  wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  word  “five”. 

(d)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words 
“The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less 
a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportion¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(e)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
after  the  words  “on  the  basis  of”  the  language  “past  acreage 
of  wheat,”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec- 


4 


1  tion  (c)  the  words  “such  county”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

3  (g)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the  figure 

4  “1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

5  Sec.  3.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

6  ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 

7  the  figure  “200”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure 

8  “400”.  .  U(I  s 

9  Sec.  4.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55 

10  Stat.  203) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

11  (a)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  para- 

12  graph  (2)  the  language  “50  per  centum  of  the  basic  rate  of 

13  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  cooperators  for  such  market- 

14  ing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act  and  this  resolution.” 

15  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “50  per  centum 

16  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  the  commodity,  as  of 

17  August  1  and  May  1,  respectively,  of  the  calendar  year  in 
16  which  the  crop  is  harvested.”. 

19  (b)  By  striking  ont  in  paragraph  (7)  the  figure  “15” 

20  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

21  figure  “25”. 

Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
23  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  shall 
not  be  less  than  sixty-six  million  acres. 


24 


5 


1  Sec.  6.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  this  Act  shall  become 

2  effective  with  respect  to  the  1954  and  subsequent  crops  of 

3  wheat. 
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H.  R.  5448.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  83  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  so  as  to  make 
certain  foreign  publications  nonmailable  un¬ 
less  they  bear  an  appropriate  label  indicat¬ 
ing  the  country  of  origin,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  FRAZIER; 

H.  R.  5449.  A  bill  to  amend  section  47c  of 
the  National  Defense  Act  of  June  3,  1916, 
as  amended;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

By  Mr.  HELLER: 

H.  R.  5450.  A  bill  to  admit  100,000  immi¬ 
grants  who  are  natives  and  citizens  of  Italy; 
to  the  Committee  oi  the  Judiciary.  _ 

By  Mr.  HOPE: 

H.  R.  5451.  A  bill  to  amend  the  wheat¬ 
marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  McDONOUGH: 

H.  R.  5452.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  act  of  February  10,  1939;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  MACK  of  Illinois: 

H.  R.  5453.  A  bill  to  amend  section  22  (b) 
(13)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  exclusion  from  gross  income 
in  the  case  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
serving  on  active  duty  in  a  combat  zone 
during  any  month  shall  not  apply  unless 
the  individual  serves  for  at  least  6  days; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  PRIEST: 

H.  R.  5454.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  Veterans’  Administration  hos¬ 
pital,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  SCHERER: 

H.  R.  5455.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  Board 
of  County  Commissioners  of  Hamilton 

No.  98 - 6 


County,  Ohio;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  AYRES: 

H.  R.  5456.  A  bill  to  extend  to  June  30, 
1954,  the  direct  home  and  farmhouse  loan 
authority  of  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’ 
Affairs  under  title  III  of  the  Servicemen’s 
Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  as  amended,  to 
make  additional  funds  available  therefor, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  BENTSEN: 

H.  Res.  257.  Resolution  to  authorize  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  to  conduct  an  investigation  and  study 
of  the  status  of  local  service  airlines  under 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938;  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 

By  Mr.  COUDERT: 

H.  Res.  258.  Resolution  creating  a  select 
committee  to  conduct  an  investigation  and 
study  of  how  the  annual  budget  may  be 
balanced  and  deficit  financing  eliminated; 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows; 

By  Mr.  BARTLETT: 

H.  R.  5457.  A  bill  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  sale  of  certain  land  in  Alaska  to  John 
Ekonomos,  of  the  Fairbanks  Precinct,  Alaska; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  BRAMBLETT: 

H.  R.  5458.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  William 
Nasato,  Josephine  Nasato,  and  Carolyn  M. 
Nasato;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.  R.  5459.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Takeko 
Ishiki;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


By  Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia: 

H.  R.  5460.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Sgt. 
Chancy  C.  Newsom;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  DEROUNLiN: 

H.  R.  5461.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Wah 
Chang  Corp.;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  GOODWIN: 

H.  R.  5462.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Romana  Michelina  Serini;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HAGEN  of  Minnesota: 

H.  R.  5463.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Pauline 
Ann  Dufault  and  Michael  Francis  Dufault; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  KEOGH: 

H.  R.  5464.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nicola 
Scala  di  Antonio;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

H.  R.  5465.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nicola 
Scala  di  Felice;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  REES  of  Kansas: 

H.  R.  5466.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Amy 
Louise  Cowan  Tarrant;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  THOMAS: 

H.  R.  5467.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Francis 
A.  Reilly;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  TOLLEFSON: 

H.  R.  5468.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Sidney 
Blechman;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

H.  R.  5469.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Alton  B. 
York;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  WIDNALL: 

H.  R.  5470.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Salvatore 
Mario  Veltri;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 


13*  BEEF  PURCHASES;  TARIFFS,  Received  Calif*  Legislature  resolutions  urging  Congres3 
to  continue  the  BuWlnfer'lcan  policy  vrlth  respect  to 'beef  purchases  for  the 
armed  for  cesg  aiiSTo  'increase  tariffs  wherever  possible  to- provide  .’‘adequate 
protection  to  the  agricultural  and  livestock  industry"  (pp.  6368.  6369)* 

■  •"  *  t 

Hi*  HAWAII  STATEHOOD, *  Received  a  Hawaii  Legislature, resolution  urging  statehood  for 
Hawaii  (p*  6369). 

15.  RECESSED  until  Wed,,  June  10  (p,  61*0? } * 

HOUSE 

*  % 

16.  ECONOMIC  CONTROLS,  Tile  Banking  and  Currency  Committee ,  reported  (June.  6,  during 

adjournment)  with  amendment  S,  1081,  providing  for  temporary  economic  controls 
(H,  Kept*  5l6),  'A  resolution  for  the  consideration  of  this  bill  was  also  re¬ 
ported  (p#  61i32)oi  As  reported,  S*  1081  includes  provisions  as  ‘follows  1 
T  .  Revises  the  ^priorities-ellocations  title  so  as  to  omit  the  provisions  on 
livestock  slaughtering;  provide  that  the  pavers ’  shall  not  be  used  to  control 
the  general  distribution  of  .  any  .material  in  the  civilian  market  unless  the 
President  finds  (1)  that  the  :  material  is  scarce  and  critical,  and.  essential 
to  national  defense,  and  (2)  that  national-defense  requlremtents  for  the  mater¬ 
ial  cannot  otherwise  be  net  without  creating  a  significant  dislocation  of  dis¬ 
tribution  in  the  civilian  market  to  a  degree  creating  appreciable  hardship; 
and  omit  tie.  provisions  concerning  the  International  Materials  Conference* 
Amends  the  V«loan  pregram  so  as  to  (1)  make  clear  that  guaranties  may  be 
made  in  connection  with  termination  of  Government  contracts  and  (2)  provide 
that  no  small-busine 33  concern  shall  be  denied  a  guaranty  merely  because  an 

*  alternative  source  of  supply' exists  0 

Continues  until  June  30,  1954,  the  provisions  relating  to. priorities,  al- 
j  locations,  ‘  hoarding,  import  controls,  expansion  of  productive  capacity  and 

'  supply,  and  general  provisions  relating  to  administration* 

Provides  for  termination  on  June  30,  1953*  of  provisions  relating  to  requi¬ 
sition,  'condemnation,  real-estate  construction,  credit  controls,  and  small  De¬ 
fense  Plants  Administration*  (The  provisions  regarding  price  and  wage  controls 
expired  April  30,  1953 •} 

The  House  committee  version  does  not  contain  the  standby  economic  frees© 
provisions*  / 

Regarding  import  controls,  the  committee  report  states:  %*,It  is  the 
understanding  of  the  committee  that  revision  of  section  22  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  bf  1933  to  deal' effectively  with.  this,  situation  is  under  active 

-  .  consideration.  Pending ■  such  revision  the  Committee  believes  that  section  10h 

should  be  continued*  ;  ; 

17.  APPROPRIATIONS®  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.,R*  466)4.,  third  supplemental 
■  appropriations  bill,  for  1953  (II*  Repte  5117 )  (pp*  6U20-21),  The  conferees 

agreed  to  £7,500,000  for  rural  telephone  loans,  instead'of  'vl5,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate,  (The  House  version  included -no  item  on  this  subject®) 

* 

18 »  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA,  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.R,  5U51,  to  amend  the  wheat-marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (Ho  Kept*  520)  (p,  61&32), 

r  '  '  ~  /'  ■  ir  \ 

19*  TRANSPCRT AT ION,  The' Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  H,R®  3203,  to  prohi.bit  the  ICC  from  regulating  the  duration  of 
certain  leases  for  the  use  of  equipment  by  motor  carriers,  and  the  amount  of 
compensation  to  be  paid,  for  such  use  (H«  Rept,  £lh)  (p*  6*4-32  )© 


20*  FARM  PRICES*  Rep#  Thornberry  inserted,  a  letter  and  editorial  discussing  the 
effect  of  low  cattle  prices  on  cattle  raisers  and 'the  community*  and  the  need 
for  price  supports  on  farm  products  (pp*  61*08-09), 

21*  CORN  STORAGE#  Rep*  Dolliver  discussed  the  corn  storage  problem  in  Iowa . and 

urged  CCC  to  move  corn  on  farms  as  soon  as  possible  and  to  provide  additional  , 
storage  space  (p#  61*10), 

22*  FLOOD  CONTROL,  Rep*  D* Ewart  stated  that  the  proclamation  by  the  President  and 
the  Montana  Governor  of  a  flood  disaster  area  in  parts  of  Montana*  makes  avail¬ 
able  to  these  areas  the  full  support  of  Government  agencies*  including  loans 
from  FHA  (p*  61*21* ). 

23#  FARM  PROGRAM#  Received  a  local  Grange  petition  favoring  the  "adoption  of  the 
Benson  Plan  over  the  Brannan  Plan"  and  congratulating  the  Secretary,  on  his. pro¬ 
gram  <p*  61*33),  •/ 

.**,’**'  ’  ?  :  '  •  ;  •*  '  ■»  *  ,  •  *  V  ■ 

2l*#  APPROPRIATIONS#  H*  Doc*  162  includes  supplemental  appropriation  estimates  as 
follows:  Committee  on  Retirement  Policy  for  Federal  Personnel*  ^1*10*000*  . 
Commission' on  Int ergover nment al  liel at ion3 *  :)5>00*000#*  Export  control  Commerce  J 
...  Department*  G1**B00*000# 

ITEMS  IN  APPEND  DC 

25*  GRAZING  LANDS*  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep* 'D* Ewart  including  a  Montana  State  . 
Farm  Bureau  News  article  favoring  H«R.  i*023*  the  stockmen* s  grazing  bill 
(p.  A3l*l*6), 

26*  RECLAMATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep#,  Magnuson  discussing  a  Fall  Street 
Journal  article  on  the  development  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin  (p*.  A3U69)# 

2.7#  GRAIN  STORAGE#  Rep#  Hillelson  inserted  his  letter  to  Howard  Gordon*  PMA* 

"protesting  the  lack  of  storage  facilities  for  grain"  and  urging  that  every 
effort  be  made  to  secure  additional  storage  space  (p#  A3U72). 

28*  VETERANS*  PREFERENCE®  Rep0  0*Hara  inserted  two  American  Legion  statements 
favoring  veterans*  preference  in  employment  (pp»  A3i*76~8)# 

..  ”  •-  BILLS  INTRODUCED  •  •  v 

•  «  •  • 

29o  ROREST  LOANS#  S#  2069*  by  Sen*  Cordon;  and  H*R*  5603*  by  Rep*  Ellsworth*  to 
amend  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  so  as  to  authorize  national  banking  associations 
to  make  loans  on  forest  tracts;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  (pp#  6370* 

61*33)*  Remarks  of  author  (pp#  63 70-1)#  \ 

♦  •  •  •  *  ,l 

30#  TAXATION#  H*R#  5597*  by  Rep#  Campbell*  relating  to  the  tax  treatment  to  be  af¬ 
forded  under  section  117  (j)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  in  certain  cases 
involving  the  sale*  exchange*  or  conversion  of  land  with  unharvested  crops 

thereon;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee  (p*  61*33 ) •  * 

•  •  • 

*  * 

31*  COOPERATIVES.  H#R*  5598*  by  Rep*  Davis*  to  provide  tax  equity  through  the 

taxation  of  cooperative  corporations  and  to  provide  tax  credits  for  recipients 
of  dividends  from  genuine  cooperatives;  to  Mays  and  Means  Committee  (p*  61*33)* 
Remarks  of  author  (pp.  61*25-6)* 
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June  8,  1953. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hope,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

H EPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  5451] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the  wheat-marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with 
amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follow: 

Page  1,  line  3,  after  the  word  “That”,  strike  out  all  the  rest  of 
section  1. 

Page  2,  line  23,  strike  out  “Sec.  2”. 

Page  3,  line  3,  strike  out  the  figure  “1”  and  insert  the  word  “one”. 

Page  3,  line  11,  strike  out  “five”  and  insert  “ten”. 

Page  3,  lines  14-16,  strike  out  all  of  subsection  (c)  and  reletteir 
subsections  (d),  (e),  (f),  and  (g)  to  conform. 

Page  4,  line  5,  change  “Sec.  3”  to  “Sec.  2”. 

Page  4,  line  7,  strike  out  “figure  ‘200’  ”  and  insert  “words  ‘two 
hundred’  ”. 

Page  4,  line  9,  change  “Sec.  4”  to  “Sec.  3”. 

Page  4,  line  12,  immediately  following  the  quotation  marks  and 
preceding  the  figure  “50”,  insert  “shall  be”. 

Page  4,  line  15,  strike  out  the  figure  “50”  and  insert  “on  wheat  shall 
be  45”. 

Page  4,  line  16,  strike  out  “the  commodity”  and  insert  “wheat”. 

Page  4,  line  17,  strike  out  “August  1  and  May  1,  respectively”  and 
insert  “May  1”. 

Page  4,  line  19,  strike  out  “figure  ‘15’  ”  and  insert  “word  ‘fifteen’ 

Page  4,  line  22,  change  “Sec.  5”  to  “Sec.  4”. 

Page  5,  line  1,  change  “Sec,.  6”  to  “Sec.  5”;  strike  out  “sections  1. 
2,  3,  and  4”  anci  insert  “sections  1,  2,  and  3”. 
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GENERAL  STATEMENT 

Not  since  1941  has  our  wheat-supply  position  been  such  that  market¬ 
ing  quotas  have  been  necessary  and  there  has  been,  therefore,  no  major 
revision  of  our  wheat-marketing-quota  laws  since  the  late  1930’s.  It 
is  now  apparent  that  our  supply  position  is  such  that  marketing  quotas 
on  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  (a  major  portion  of  which  will  be  planted  in 
the  late  summer  and  early  fall  of  1953)  will  be  necessary.  Because 
there  has  been  no  necessity  to  use  the  marketing-quota  law  applying 
to  wheat  for  the  past  12  years,  several  important  provisions  of  that 
legislation  are  seriously  out  of  line  with  the  developments  in  agriculture 
which  have  taken  place  in  the  United  States  in  the  past  decade  and 
with  the  new  obligations  to  other  countries  which  the  United  States 
has  assumed  since  1930.  What  was  then  considered  to  be  an  adequate 
carryover  of  wheat  for  normal  purposes  would  now  be  regarded  as 
inadequate  for  a  normal  carryover  and  perhaps  foolishly  low  in  view 
of  our  increased  international  commitments.  What  was  then  regarded 
as  an  adequate  wheat  acreage  would  not  now  meet  our  ordinary  needs. 

Under  the  marketing-quota  law,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
required  to  declare  marketing  quotas  in  effect  when  the  total  supply 
of  wheat  in  the  United  States  estimated  to  be  on  hand  at  the  end  of 
the  approaching  marketing  year  (June  30  of  each  year)  will  be  more 
than  120  percent  of  a  “normal”  supply.  It  now  appears  that  our 
total  supply  of  wheat  at  the  end  of  the  1953  marketing  year  (June  30, 
1954)  will  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  135  percent  of  a  “normal  supply” 
and  that  a  declaration  of  marketing  quotas  by  the  Secretary  for  1954 
will  be  inevitable. 

If  the  Secretary  does  have  to  proclaim  marketing  quotas  for  the 
1954  wheat  crop,  the  law  requires  that  he  must  make  such  a  proclama¬ 
tion  by  July  1,  1953.  By  July  15,  1953,  he  must  announce  the 
national  acreage  allotment,  and  by  July  24,  1953,  he  must  conduct 
a  referendum  among  wheatgrowers  to  determine  whether  or  not  they 
will  accept  marketing  quotas.  The  law  requires  that  each  farmer 
shall  have  been  informed  of  his  individual  marketing  quota  before 
the  day  on  which  the  referendum  is  held. 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  time  is  of  the  essence  in  making 
such  essential  changes  in  our  wheat-marketing-quota  law  as  are 
necessary  in  order  to  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  announce 
within  the  next  5  weeks  marketing  quotas  that  will  be  administratively 
feasible  and  which  will,  at  the  same  time,  not  endanger  either  our 
own  agricultural  economy  or  our  obligation  to  friendly  nations. 

MAJOR  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

Increase  in  minimum  national  allotment. — Under  the  marketing 
quota  laws  applying  to  the  basic  commodities,  the  size  of  a  national 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  is  determined  by  a  formula 
which  takes  into  account  the  factors  of  supply,  anticipated  production, 
and  probable  demand.  Because  mere  arithmetical  calculations  can 
never  take  into  consideration  intangibles  such  as  human  welfare, 
the  national  economy,  the  state  of  world  affairs,  and  possible  future 
commitments,  it  has  been  found  necessary  to  establish  from  time  to 
time  statutory  acreage  minimums  below  which  the  figures  of  the 
formula  would  not  be  permitted  to  go,  regardless  of  the  arithmetic 
involved. 
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In  the  case  of  wheat,  this  minimum  was  established  in  1 939  at  55  mil  - 
lion  acres.  It  has  not  been  increased  since  that  time  only  because  it 
has  not  been  necessary  to  invoke  marketing;  quotas  on  wheat  since 
1941.  In  the  14  years  since  1939,  the  actual  planted  acreage  of  wheat 
has  been  well  above  the  55-million-acre  minimum  in  every  year  but 
one,  and  we  have  used  up,  as  of  this  date,  all  but  about  650  million 
bushels  of  the  14,474  million  bushels  we  have  produced  in  that 
time. 

One  of  the  major  provisions  in  this  bill  is  to  increase  the  minimum 
permissible  acreage  allotment  of  wheat  for  1954  from  55  million  acres 
to  66  million  acres.  This  means  that,  regardless  of  the  arithmetic  of 
the  marketing  quota  formula,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  not 
establish  a  national  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  66  million  acres 
in  1954,  and  will  adjust  the  State  and  individual  acreage  and  marketing 
quotas  accordingly. 

This  section  of  the  bill  is  made  to  apply  to  1954  only.  It  is  clear 
that  there  needs  to  be  reconsideration  of  our  basic  quota  law  with 
regard  to  those  provisions  dealing  with  the  desirable  size  of  the  carry¬ 
over  and  the  amount  of  wheat  which  should  be  carried  consistently  in 
reserve  to  meet  contingencies.  Since  there  has  been  considerable 
debate  about  these  matters  for  the  past  2  years  without  there  being 
unanimous  agreement  on  the  matter,  it  seemed  to  the  committee 
desirable  not  to  try  to  resolve  that  issue  on  a  permanent  basis  at  this 
time,  in  viewT  of  the  urgent  need  of  having  a  workable  law  before 
July  1,  but  to  take  care  of  the  situation  for  1954  by  merely  increasing 
the  minimum  national  allotment  to  the  figure  of  66  million  acres. 

The  figure  of  66  million  acres  wras  chosen  for  several  reasons.  At 
normal  yields,  this  acreage  wall  produce  a  crop  of  wheat  which  will 
neither  increase  nor  decrease  our  supply  but,  with  exports  at  a  level 
at  which  they  may  not  be  reasonably  anticipated,  will  leave  us  with  a 
supply  of  wheat  at  the  end  of  the  1954  season  the  same  size  as  our 
supply  at  the  beginning  of  that  crop  year.  For  the  past  several  years, 
our  national  wdieat  acreage  has  been  in  the  neighborhood  of  78  million 
acres  and  a  reduction  in  1954  to  the  present  statutory  minimum  of  66 
million  acres  would  mean  a  reduction  of  30  percent  in  wdieat  acreage 
in  one  year.  This  would  present  an  almost  insurmountable  problem 
to  the  wdieat  segment  of  our  agriculture  and  would  leave  some  23 
million  acres  now  in  wdieat  which  could  not  be  planted  to  wdieat  in 
1954.  Increasing  the  statutory  minimum  to  66  million  acres  will  cut 
the  problem  in  half  by  requiring  a  reduction  of  only  about  15  percent 
in  wheat  acreage  in  1954  and  leaving  only  some  12  million  acres  to  be 
taken  out  of  wheat  and  put  to  some  other  use. 

Increase  in  small-grower  exemption. — Under  the  existing  provisions 
of  the  wheat-quota  law,  farmers  who  plant  less  than  15  acres  of  wheat 
or  who  produce  less  than  200  bushels  per  year  are  exempt  from  the 
necessity  of  obtaining  and  complying  with  marketing  quotas.  All 
wheat  growers,  big  and  little,  receive  acreage  allotments  and  must 
comply  with  their  acreage  allotment  if  they  wish  to  participate  in  the 
price-support  program. 

In  the  administration  of  marketing  quotas,  however,  it  has  been 
found  that  for  several  reasons  the  volume  of  wheat  actually  put  on  the 
market  by  farmers  with  small  wheat  acreages  is  so  relatively  insig¬ 
nificant  that  the  administrative  expense  of  checking  and  measuring 
their  acreages  and  issuing  quota  certificates  is  out  of  proportion  with 
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the  effect  of  these  small  acreages  on  the  market.  A  similar  distinction 
is  made  in  corn  acreage  allotments,  which  are  issued  only  to  farmers 
in  the  commercial  corn-producing  areas,  while  farmers  outside  the 
commercial  corn  areas  are  free  of  acreage-allotment  restrictions. 

Commercial  wheat  production  in  the  United  States  is  concentrated 
in  a  few  areas  which  are  singularly  well  adapted  to  wheat  production 
and  in  a  large  part  of  which  there  is  no  other  cash  crop  which  can  be 
produced  successfully  on  a  commercial  basis.  In  these  commercial 
wheat  areas,  virtually  all  the  wheat  farms  will  far  exceed  in  size  the 
25-acre  exemption  authorized  by  this  bill  and  will,  therefore,  all  be 
subject  to  marketing  quotas. 

In  the  noncommercial  wheat  areas  of  the  United  States,  wheat 
is  grown  primarily  as  a  rotation  crop  with  corn,  soybeans,  legumes, 
and  other  crops,  and  as  a  nursecrop  for  pasture  and  hay.  In  these 
areas  are  found  the  small  acreages  which  will  be  exempt  from  market¬ 
ing  quotas  under  this  bill.  On  many  of  these  farms,  wheat  is  not  a 
commercial  crop,  and  most  of  it  is  fed  on  the  farm  where  it  is  grown. 
To  subject  these  small  wheat  acreages  to  marketing  quotas  would 
have,  therefore,  no  appreciable  effect  on  the  quantity  of  wheat 
reaching  the  market  as  grain  and  woidd,  in  many  cases,  seriously 
interfere  with  the  farmer’s  sound  rotation  practices.  If  a  Virginia 
farmer,  for  example,  had  a  20-acre  field  in  which  he  customarily 
followed  corn  with  wheat  and  then  with  3  years  of  hay,  the  application 
of  marketing  quotas  to  him  would  merely  mean  that  he  would  be 
forced  to  curtail  his  use  of  wheat  as  a  nursecrop  for  hay  on  part  of 
his  20-acre  field  and  would  have  his  rotation  thrown  seriously  out 
of  gear. 

Since  the  regulation  through  marketing  quotas  of  small  wheat 
acreages  is  not  considered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
other  experts  on  wheat  production  to  be  necessary  to  the  successful 
operation  of  a  sound  marketing-quota  program,  the  committee  feels 
that  it  is  consistent  with  the  principle  of  not  imposing  on  the  American 
people  any  more  regulation  than  is  absolutely  necessary  to  exempt 
from  the  wheat-marketing  provisions  those  farmers  with  wheat 
acreages  of  25  acres  or  less. 

Acreaye  reserves. — The  bill  establishes  more  flexible  reserves  of  the 
wheat  acreage  allotment  to  be  used  in  making  equitable  allotments 
in  unusual  cases.  It  establishes  a  national  reserve  of  1  percent  of 
the  national  allotment,  which  is  new,  and  provides  that  the  existing 
reserve  of  3  percent  of  the  allotted  acreage,  which  has  heretofore 
been  set  aside  at  the  county  level,  will  be  set  aside  at  the  State  level 
for  use  at  those  places  within  the  State  wrhere  it  is  most  needed.  This 
will  permit  considerably  greater  flexibility  in  the  handling  of  these 
reserves  and  follows  provisions  which  have  been  found  to  be  beneficial 
in  other  marketing-quota  programs. 

Clarification  oj  penalty  provisions. — Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the  penalty  for  exceeding  the  farm  market¬ 
ing  quota  on  vdieat  wras  50  percent  of  the  support  price.  By  inadvert¬ 
ence,  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1949  raised  doubt  as  to  whether  or 
not  that  penalty  provision  was  still  in  effect.  Since  there  have  been 
no  wheat-marketing  quotas  since  that  time,  there  has  been  no  neces¬ 
sity  for  a  legal  determination  of  this  point.  This  bill  will  remove  any 
doubt  by  providing  for  the  establishment  of  penalties  for  exceeding 
the  farm  marketing  quota  at  the  same  rate  as  was  provided  prior  to 
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the  act  of  1949.  To  simplify  the  administration  of  the  provision, 
this  bill  provides  that  the  amount  of  the  penalty  shall  be  45  percent 
of  the  parity  price,  instead  of  50  percent  of  the  support  price,  although 
both  work  out  to  exactly  the  same  amount  in  terms  of  money. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

Section  1 

Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  provide  for  the  establishment  and  appor¬ 
tionment  of  a  national  acreage  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  1  percent  of  the 
national  allotment  for  apportionment  to  counties  in  addition  to  the 
regular  county  allotments.  This  reserve  is  needed  primarily  because 
of  the  short  history  of  many  farms  in  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
where  the  production  of  wheat  has  expanded  rapidly  in  recent  years. 
'The  establishment  of  such  reserve  would  permit  the  alleviating  of 
inequities  by  administrative  action  which  in  the  past  has  required 
special  legislation  such  as  Public  Law  272,  81st  Congress. 

Subsections  (c)  and  (e)  place  the  acreage  reserve  for  “new”  wheat 
farms  on  a  State  basis.  Under  existing  wheat  legislation,  the  reserve 
for  new  farms  is  fixed  at  not  to  exceed  3  percent  of  the  county 
allotment.  It  has  been  found  that  such  county  reserve  is  inadequate 
in  many  of  the  counties  where  the  total  acreage  seeded  to  wheat  is 
relatively  small,  and  it  is  believed  that  a  State  reserve  would  permit 
more  flexibility  and  result  in  fairer  and  more  equitable  new  farm 
allotments.  Enactment  of  the  bill  would  result  hi  “new”  farm  reserve 
acreages  on  a  State  basis  for  all  the  basic  commodities  except  tobacco 
and  peanuts  which  are  on  a  national  basis,  and  corn  for  which  there 
are  no  provisions  for  new  farms. 

f  Subsection  (d)  adds  “the  past  acreage  of  wheat”  as  an  additional 
factor  to  be  considered  in  establishing  farm  wheat  allotments.  In 
prior  years  the  history  of  wheat  acreage  on  the  farms  has  actually  been 
used  to  reflect  the  factors  of  tillable  acres,  crop-rotation  practices, 
type  of  soil,  and  topography  specified  in  the  act  for  establishing  farm 
acreage  allotments.  By  this  change  “the  past  acreage  of  wheat”  will 
be  given  specific  recognition  in  the  act' and  will  make  the  act  compar¬ 
able  to  provisions  applying  to  tobacco,  rice,  and  peanuts. 

Subsection  (f)  limits  the  protection  of  the  so-called  Barden  amend¬ 
ment  to  owners  of  wheat  farms  acquired  in  1950  or  thereafter  by  the 
United  States  for  national-defense  purposes.  As  originally  enacted 
on  February  6,  1942,  the  provision  extended  protection  to  owners  of 
wheat  farms  so  acquired  in  1940  or  thereafter.  It  is  felt  that  owners 
whose  farms  were  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government  during  the 
10-year  period  1940  through  1949  have  either  received  the  benefits  of 
the  Barden  amendment  as  originally  enacted  or  have  been  able  to 
build  up  sufficient  wheat-producing  history  during  such  period  so  as 
to  assure  themselves  of  fair  and  equitable  treatment  when  acreage 
allotments  are  in  effect.  Also,  the  administration  of  the  provision  as 
originally  enacted  would  be  exceedingly  difficult  because  of  the  lack 
of  adequate  records  of  farming  operations  on  individual  farms  for  the 
years  prior  to  1950. 

Section  2  and  Section  3  (6) 

Section  2  changes  the  farm  bushelage  exemption  from  marketing 
quotas  from  200  bushels  to  400  bushels.  The  effect  of  the  change  will 
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make  the  hushelage  exemption  comparable  to  the  acreage  exemption 
contained  in  section  4  (b)  of  the  bill. 

Section  3  (b)  changes  the  farm  acreage  exemption  from  marketing 
quotas  from  15  acres  to  25  acres.  The  great  majority  of  farmers 
growing  25  acres  or  less  of  wheat  do  not  produce  wheat  for  market. 
Therefore,  exempting  these  small  producers  from  marketing  quotas 
would  have  no  appreciable  effect  on  the  total  quantity  of  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  for  market,  and  would  permit  them  to  continue  their  normal 
cropping  operations  without  being  subjected  to  marketing  penalties; 
at  the  same  time  there  would  be  no  impairment  of  their  privilege  of 
obtaining  price  support  if  they  choose  to  comply  with  their  acreage 
allotments.  In  addition,  the  decrease  in  the  number  of  farmers 
subject  to  marketing  controlswould  result  in  administrative  economies.. 

Section  8  (a) 

Section  3  (a)  establishes  the  penalty  on  the  farm-marketing  excess 
of  wheat  at  a  rate  per  bushel  equal  to  45  percent  of  the  parity  price^ 
per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  suelf* 
crop  is  harvested.  The  rate  of  penalty  in  the  act  as  originally  enacted 
was  15  cents  per  bushel.  The  rate  was  increased  by  paragraph  (2) 
of  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  to  50  percent  of  the  basic  loan  rate 
for  cooperators  under  section  302  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.  Section  302  of  the  act  was  repealed  by  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  but  it  was  not  intended  that  the  penalty 
provision  should  become  inoperative.  This  provision  of  the  bill  will 
make  clear  the  intention  of  Congress  to  continue  the  penalty.  The 
substitution  of  45  percent  of  parity  for  50  percent  of  the  loan  rate 
will  make  no  difference  in  the  amount  of  the  penalty  in  money  and 
will  greatly  simplify  administration. 

Section  J+ 

Section  4  of  the  bill  provides  for  1954  only  a  minimum  national 
wheat-acreage  allotment  of  66  million  acres.  Without  this  minimum 
the  national  acreage  allotment  for  1954  woidd,  on  the  basis  of  present 
indications,  likely  approach  a  minimum  of  55  million  acres  provided 
under  existing  legislation.  Such  reduction  in  acreage  would  repre¬ 
sent  a  cutback  of  30  percent  from  the  indicated  1953  seeded  acreage 
and  would  result  in  serious  disruption  of  normal  operations  on  many/' 
wheat  farms.  Similar  legislative  provisions  have  been  enacted  pre-s 
viously  to  prevent  drastic  reductions  in  acreage  from  1  year  to  the 
next  in  the  cases  of  the  commodities  tobacco,  cotton,  and  peanuts, 
as  well  as  wheat.  A  minimum  of  66  million  acres  would  be  half  way 
between  recent  average  wheat  acreage  and  the  minimum  national 
allotment  under  present  law.  At  normal  yields,  it  would  provide 
production  equal  to  estimated  consumption  and  exports,  thus  keeping 
the  carryover  constant. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill 
are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed 
in  black  brackets;  new  matter  is  in  italics;  existing  law  in  which  no- 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 
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Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 

TITLE  III - PARITY  PAYMENTS,  CONSUMER  SAFEGUARDS,  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Sec.  334.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,  shall 
be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  deter¬ 
mined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under  previous  agricultural 
adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather 
conditions  and  for  trends  in  acreage  during  such  period.  The  reserve  acreage  set 
aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used  to  make  allotments  to 
counties,  in  addition  to  the  county  allotments  made  under  subsection  ( b )  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional  allotment  because  of 
reclamation  and  other  new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten 
calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage 
allotment  is  proclaimed. 

(b)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per 
centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  shall 
be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the  counties  in  the  State,  on  the  basis  of 
che  acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat-  during  the  ten  calendar  years 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment 
is  determined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under  previous  agri¬ 
cultural  adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with  adjustments  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions  and  trends  in  acreage  during  such  period  and  for  the  promotion 
of  soil-conservation  practices. 

(c)  The  allotment  to  the  county  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary,  through 
the  local  committees,  among  the  farms  within  the  county  on  the  basis  of  past 
acreage  of  wheat,  tillable  acres,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography. 
Not  more  than  3  per  centum  of  [such  county]  the  State  allotment  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  farms  on  which  wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  three 
marketing  years  immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allotment 
is  made. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the  allotments  estab¬ 
lished,  or  which  would  have  been  established,  for  any  farm  acquired  in  [1940] 
1950  or  thereafter  by  the  United  States  for  national-defense  purposes  shall  be 
placed  in  an  allotment  pool  and  shall  be  used  only  to  establish  allotments  for 
other  farms  owned  or  acquired  by  the  owner  of  the  farm  so  acquired  by  the 
United  States.  The  allotment  so  made  for  any  farm,  including  a  farm  on  which 
wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  three  marketing  years  preceding 
the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allotment  is  made,  shall  compare  with  the  allot¬ 
ments  established  for  other  farms  in  the  same  area  which  are  similar  except  for 
the  past  acreage  of  wheat. 

*  *  sf=  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  335.  (d)  No  farm  marketing  quota  with  respect  to  wheat  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  in  any  marketing  year  to  any  farm  on  which  the  normal  production  of 
the  acreage  planted  to  wheat  of  the  current  crop  is  less  than  [two  hundred] 
400  bushels. 


Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress 

*  *  *  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) — 

*  •  *  *  *  *  *  * 

(2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are  in  effect,  the  producer 
shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  corn  and  wheat. 
The  rate  of  penalty  [shall  be  50  percentum  of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the 
commodity  for  cooperators  for  such  marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act 
and  this  resolution]  on  wheat  shall  be.  45  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat,  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 

******* 

(7)  A  farm-marketing  quota  on  corn  or  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted  to  the  commodity  is  not  in  excess  of  [fifteen] 
25  acres.  The  marketing  penalty  on  corn  or  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
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farm  which,  under  the  terms  of  the  then  current  agricultural  conservation  program 
formulated  under  sections  7  to  17,  inclusive,  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  is  classified  as  a  nonallotment  farm  if  the  acreage  of  the  commodity 
harvested  on  such  nonallotment  farm  is  not  in  excess  of  [fifteen]  25  acres  or  the 
acreage  allotment  for  the  farm,  whichever  is  larger.  If  the  acreage  of  the  com¬ 
modity  harvested  on  any  such  nonallotment  farm-  is  in  excess  of  [fifteen]  25 
acres  and  in  excess  of  such  acreage  allotment,  the  normal  production  or  the  actual 
production,  whichever  is  the  smaller,  of  the  acreage  harvested  in  excess  of 
[fifteen]  25  acres  or  such  acreage  allotment,  whichever  is  larger,  shall  be  taken 
as  the  farm-marketing  excess  and  shall  be  subject  to  penalty:  Provided,  That 
there  shall  be  no  penalty  on  wheat  harvested  on  any  such  nonallotment  farm 
from  which  no  wheat  is  sold  if  the  acreage  of  wheat  harvested  on  such  farm  does 
not  exceed  such  acreage  per  family  living  thereon  as  may  be  used  for  home  con¬ 
sumption  without  reducing  the  payment  with  respect  to  the  farm  under  the  then 
current  agricultural  conservation  program:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  market¬ 
ing  year  beginning  in  1941,  there  shali  be  no  marketing  penalty  on  wheat  with 
respect  to  any  such  nonallotment  farm  if  the  acreage  of  wheat  harvested  on  the 
farm  is  not  in  excess  of  the  usual  acreage  determined  for  the  farm  under  the  1941 
agricultural  conservation  program  and  the  county  committee  determines,  in 
accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary,  that  there  will  not  be  marketed 
an  amount  of  wheat  in  excess  of  the  1941  farm-marketing  quota.  a 
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A  BILL 


To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  fiQh  -(h)-  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

4£li  1  Q^Q,  n  q  o  T  VI  t  ^  11  A  r*  f\  ]C1  o  rn  pio/lu  (\  ri  a  IaII  atttc  ♦ 
t7T  A  UTJ  Oj  tto  ttt 1 1"  1 1  rltru y  To  ttlllv  llllv  ti  (To  tOtIU  VV  o  . 

5  -(a)-  Ry  striking  out  in  paragraph  -(8)-  the  language 

6  Aluring  the  ten  calendar  years  in  the  ease  of  wheat?  and 
7  during  the  five  calendar  years  in  the  ease  of  eottonA  and 
8  inserting  in  hen  thereof  the  language  Aturing  the  five 
9  calendar  years” ;  and  hy  delating  the  language  “and?  in  the 
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case  of  whcaty  hut  net  h+  the  case  of  eetteny  for  trends  in 
yields1’? 

-(h)-  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  -(1-3)-  -(A-)-  the 
^iper  acre  of  earn  or  wheat-  and  inserting  in  hen 
the  langnage  £iper  aere  of  the  commodity” ;  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  the  hrst  sente-nee  immediately  after  the  language 
^fcen  calendar  years1’  the  language  the  ease  of  com,- 
and  hue  calendar  years  in  the  ease  of  wheat/’;  hy  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language  ‘-weather 
conditions  and”  the  langnage  ^nn  the  ease  of  corny  hut  not 
in  the  ease  of  wl  Hatty  for- ;  hy  striking  out  in  the  seeend 
sentence  the  language  ^hen  calendar  years1’  and  inserting  in 
lien  thereof  the  language  ^hen  or  hue  calendar  years,  as  the 
ease  may  he-/-;  and  hy  striking  out  in  the  seeend  sentence 
the  language  ^ken  years1-  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  ^ken  or  hue  years’’-.  * 

-(e)-  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  -fk3)-  -(B)-  the 
langnage  “and  wheat,  hut  not  in  the  case  of  cotton  or 
peanuts--  anh  inserting  in  hen  thereof  the  language  hut 
not  in  the  case  of  eottony  wheat,  or  peanuts” ;  and  striking 
out  the  language  “and  wheat,-  and  hue  calendar  years  in  the 
ease  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  muni  hue  calendar  years  in  the  ease  of  eottony 
wheat?  or  peanuts’1. 
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Beo.  fh  Section  section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words 
“The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language 

less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  4  one  per  centum  thereof  for 
apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new 
sentence  to  read  as  follows:  “The  reserve  acreage  set  aside 
herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used 
to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county 
allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on 
the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  five  ten 
calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed. 

-(e)-  By  striking  out  in  sub  sections  -(*)-  and  -(b)-  the 
word  ‘Aint1  wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof 
the  word  “five”. 

-(d)-  (c)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words 
“The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less 
a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportion¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

-(c)-  (d)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


(c)  after  the  words  “on  the  basis  of”  the  language  “past 
acreage  of  wheat,”. 

-(f)-  (e)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  the  words  “such  county”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

-(g)-  (f)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the  figure 
“1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  4  2.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  figure  “-200”  words  “ two  hundred ”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “400”. 

Sec.  -4-  3.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 
(55  Stat.  203) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  para¬ 
graph  (2)  the  language  “ shall  he  50  per  centum  of  the  basic 
rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  cooperators  for  such 
marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act  and  this  reso¬ 
lution.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “40  on 
wheat  shall  he  43  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  the  eommodityj  wheat  as  of  -August  4  and  May  4j  respec¬ 
tively,  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is 
harvested.”. 

(h)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the  figure  “15^ 
word  “ fifteen ”  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  figure  “25”. 


5 


1  Sec.  £  4.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

2  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat 

3  shall  not  be  less  than  sixty-six  million  acres. 

4  Sec.  6  5.  Sections  4^  ^  an4  4  Sections  1,  2,  and  3 

5  of  this  Act  shall  become  effective  with  respect  to  the  1954 

6  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat. 
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that  the  best  wishes  of  all  of  us  go  with 
him  as  he  embarks  upon  this  new  and 
great  phase  of  his  career. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  say  ditto  to  the  many  nice 
things  that  have  been  said  about  my  good 
friend,  Norrie  Poulson.  He  was  one  of 
the  first  Members  that  I  met  when  I  came 
to  the  Congress,  and  he  has  been  sort  of 
a  ray  of  sunshine  to  me  ever  since.  He 
is  a  man  of  outstanding  qualities,  who 
is  always  willing  to  fight  for  what  he  be¬ 
lieves  to  be  right.  I  had  the  pleasure  of 
serving  on  his  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
and  I  want  to  say  that  if  he  conducts 
the  affairs  of  Los  Angeles  as  he  con¬ 
ducted  that  subcommittee,  the  people 
out  in  that  section  of  the  world  can  look 
for  great  things  to  happen.  It  was  fur¬ 
ther  my  privilege  to  visit  in  Los  Angeles 
during  the  time  that  this  race  was  on; 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe  it  was 
shortly  after  the  primary,  if  that  is  what 
they  call  it  out  there.  Norrie  was  there 
and  I  was  with  him.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  had  my  picture  taken  with  him. 
I  did  not  know  at  that  time  that  it  would 
be  with  the  mayor  of  Los  Angeles,  but 
I  suspicioned  as  much.  I  will  say  that 
the  people  of  Los  Angeles  have  great 
faith  in  him.  You  could  tell  it. 
Wherever  he  went  the  people  were  glad 
to  see  him  and,  of  course,  he  was  glad 
to  see  them.  I  am  glad  to  see  the  west 
coast  moving  forward  and  I  want  to 
wish  Norrie  the  great  success  that  I  know 
is  in  store  for  him,  and  to  congratulate 
the  city  of  Los  Angeles. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]  . 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  very 
pleasing  to  hear  the  fine  words  of  com¬ 
mendation  and  appreciation  spoken  in 
behalf  of  our  colleague,  Norris  Poulson. 
It  is  much  better  to  hear  such  kind 
words  spoken  on  occasions  like  this  when 
the  recipient  of  our  good  wishes  can 
hear  them. 

Norris  Poulson  and  I  came  to  Con¬ 
gress  together  11  years  ago,  and  our 
friendship  has  ripened  throughout  the 
years.  I  have  found  him  to  be  a  man 
of  the  highest  integrity,  completely  hon¬ 
est,  a  man  who  stands  on  his  convic¬ 
tions,  one  who  believes  in  the  free  enter¬ 
prise  system.  In  short,  he  is  a  great 
American.  I  shall  miss  him  very  much 
and  I  wish  him  a  lot  of  luck  in  his  new 
undertaking  as  the  next  mayor  of  Los 
Angeles. 

Norris,  as  you  go  to  serve  the  people  of 
Los  Angeles,  you  will  carry  with  you  the 
best  wishes  of  all  your  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  HinshawL 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  Norris 
Poulson  has  been  in  the  business  of 
winning  elections  for  a  long  time.  Prior 
to  his  sixth  election  to  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  he  was  elected  a  number  of 
times  to  the  State  legislature  and,  lately, 
of  course,  he  has  been  elected  mayor  of 
the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  and  I  presume 


he  will  be  re-elected  as  mayor  2  or  3 
times  if  things  go  along  as  they  have 
been.  He  has  been  of  untold  service  to 
the  State  of  California,  to  the  county  of 
Los  Angeles  and  the  district  he  repre¬ 
sents,  having  served  on  a  very  important 
committee  for  our  State  and  for  its  gen¬ 
eral  welfare.  His  activities  on  behalf  of 
California  in  connection  with  the  waters 
of  the  Colorado  River,  and  irrigation,  and 
reclamation,  and  other  things  has  en¬ 
deared  him  to  the  hearts  of  the  people 
of  California.  May  God  bless  him  in 
his  new  undertaking  as  mayor  of  the 
greatest  city  west  of  New  York. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross]. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  fel¬ 
low  member  of  the  Interior  Committee, 
I  shall  miss  Norris  Poulson  very  much, 
as  I  am  sure  he  will  be  missed  by  all 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  I  should  like 
to  say  this  to  him  that  there  are  several 
thousand  Iowans  in  Los  Angeles.  I  hope 
he  will  take  good  care  of  those  Iowans 
for  they  are  merely  on  loan  to  him.  We 
expect  to  get  them  back  to  Iowa  some 
day.  I  congratulate  him  upon  his  elec¬ 
tion  and  wish  him  every  success. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  our  distinguished  Speaker  [Mr. 
Martin]. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  those  of  us  who  have  been  asso¬ 
ciated  with  Norris  Poulson  are  happy 
over  his  election  to  the  office  of  mayor  of 
Los  Angeles.  It  is  a  fine  tribute  the  peo¬ 
ple  have  paid  to  him  in  his  election  as 
chief  executive  of  one  of  the  great  cities 
of  our  Nation.  We  are  sure  from  the  fine 
service  he  has  rendered  in  the  Congress 
that  he  will  more  than  measure  up  to  the 
demands  of  his  new  responsibility. 

Norris  Poulson  has  served  California 
and  the  Nation  in  Congress  with  fidelity 
and  great  ability.  He  has  won  the  high 
esteem  of  his  associates  b.oth  Democrats 
and  Republicans  through  his  able,  con¬ 
scientious,  and  outstanding  work. 

We  are  all  sorry  to  have  him  go.  We 
will  miss  his  cordial  smile  and  his  friend¬ 
liness.  But  we  do  know  the  loss  of  Con¬ 
gress  will  be  the  gain  of  Los  Angeles. 
In  a  period  when  the  duties  of  a  big  city 
executive  require  outstanding  ability  we 
know  Los  Angeles  has  gained  a  splendid 
public  servant. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  all  those  who  have  not  had  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  these  re¬ 
marks  may  have  the  privilege  of  extend¬ 
ing  their  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say 
that  Norris  Poulson  grew  up  in  my 
home  county  of  Baker  County,  Oreg.  and 
graduated  from  the  hight  school  in  my 
home  town.  His  many  friends  there 
have  admired  him  since  he  was  a  boy 
and  have  watched  and  applauded  the 
outstanding  statesmanship  he  has  shown 
in  his  public  service.  We  in  Oregon  early 
recognized  him  as  a  fine  young  man,  and 
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through  the  years  we  have  affectionately 
claimed  him  as  our  Congressman  from 
California. 

On  June  2  I  had  included  in  the 
Record  a  splendid  editorial  of  the  Baker 
County  Democrat-Herald  of  May  28, 
1953,  which  shows  the  high  regard  with 
which  the  people  of  our  area  hold  Norris 
Poulson.  The  Democrat-Herald  is  one 
of  the  leading  daily  newspapers  in  the 
State  of  Oregon,  and  this  editorial  re¬ 
flects  the  thinking  of  the  good  people  in 
our  area  in  paying  tribute  to  Congress¬ 
man  Norris  Poulson. 

Norris  Poulson’s  record  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  shows  that  he  is  sound  in  his  think¬ 
ing  and  that  he  has  made  a  contribution 
through  his  work  in  the  Congress  of 
which  he  can  be  justly  proud.  We  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  shall  miss  him  when  he 
leaves  to  take  up  his  duties  as  Mayor  of 
the  great  city  of  Los  Angeles.  But  there 
too  we  know  he  will  strongly  uphold  the 
ideal  of  better  government,  and  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  citizens  of  Los  Angeles  on 
having  recognized  his  fine  qualities  of 
leadership  and  of  having  elected  him  as 
their  Mayor.  I  know  that  he  will  serve 
them  well. 

I  wish  him  success  and  happiness  in 
his  new  duties,  and  I  know  his  many 
friends  of  Baker  County,  Oreg.,  who  re¬ 
member  him  with  admiration  and  affec¬ 
tion,  would  like  to  have  me  add  here 
their  best  wishes  also  as  he  enters  into 
this  new  office  and  his  new  life. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel 
it  is  a  privilege  to  associate  myself  with 
those  who  are  saying  farewell  to  our 
friend  Norris  Poulson.  His  departure 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  will 
be  a  loss  to  us,  and  to  the  people  of  the 
district  he  has  so  ably  represented;  the 
gain  will  be  for  all  the  people  of  Los  An¬ 
geles  when  on  an  early  date  he  becomes 
mayor  of  that  great  American  city. 

I  have  many  pleasant  memories  of  an 
association  with  Norris  Poulson  through 
years  of  service  on  the  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee  during  which 
on  so  many  occasions  he  has  given 
really  significant  help  in  so  many  worth¬ 
while  Alaska  causes.  I  know  too  that 
even  before  I  came  here  he  had  a  prim¬ 
ary  responsibility  in  bringing  about  the 
search  by  the  Navy  Department  for  oil  in 
the  Arctic,  a  search  which  I  sincerely 
believe  'will  be  continued  and  be  success¬ 
ful  in  the  days  ahead.  These  explora¬ 
tions  perhaps  laid  the  groundwork  for 
private  enterprise  to  look  for  oil  in  other 
parts  of  Alaska  as  they  are  now  doing. 

It  is  almost  axiomatic  that  a  man’s 
personality,  his  ability  to  get  along  with 
others,  his  general  caliber,  are  best 
judged  in  the  close  contact  inevitable 
during  a  trip.  By  that  standard,  Norris 
Poulson  from  my  viewpoint,  ranks  very 
high  indeed.  We  were  members  to¬ 
gether  of  an  Indian  Affairs  subcommit¬ 
tee  which  visited  Alaska  in  the  autumn 
of  1951.  His  industry,  his  quick  grasp 
of  issues,  his  agreeable  disposition,  his 
eagerness  and  ability  to  master  new 
problems,  were  readily  apparent  to  all. 

For  Norris  Poulson,  I  wish  the  very 
best  in  the  important  new  work  which 
lies  ahead. 

Mr.  MAILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  join  our  colleagues  in  wish- 
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ing  every  success  to  Norris  Poulson  in 
his  new  assignment  as  mayor  of  Los 
Angeles.  It  has  not  been  my  good  for¬ 
tune  to  know  Norrie  until  very  recently 
but  the  association  has  been  as  pleasant 
as  it  has  been  brief.  As  a  Representa¬ 
tive  in  this  House  from  the  other  prin¬ 
cipal  California  city,  I  may  say  that, 
if  half  the  qualities  ascribed  to  him  here 
today  are  true,  and  I  sincerely  believe 
them  to  be,  my  own  city  of  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  had  better  look  to  its  laurels  after 
July  1. 

Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
gives  me  great  pleasure  to  join  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  expressing  our  regrets  over 
the  resignation  of  Norris  Poulson  as  a 
Member  of  this  House.  We  are  happy 
of  course  to  see  him  assume  his  new 
duties  as  Mayor  of  Los  Angeles.  It  has 
been  a  great  pleasure  to  serve  in  this 
body  with  Mr.  Poulson  over  the  years. 
He  has  always  been  a  hard  worker  and 
has  been  diligent  in  looking  after  the 
interests  of  his  people.  He  makes  friends 
easily,  and  I  was  not  surprised  when 
the  voters  of  Los  Angeles  elected  him 
to  direct  the  affairs  of  that  great  city 
last  month.  I  personally  wish  him  a 
happy  and  successful  term  in  office,  and 
I  know  he  will  make  an  outstanding 
record,  just  as  he  did  here. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  hon¬ 
ored  guest  of  the  occasion,  the  mayor- 
elect  of  Los  Angeles,  Norris  Poulson- 

Mr.  POULSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
you  one  and  all  from  the  bottom  of  my 
heart  for  your  most  generous  remarks. 
Let  me  assure  you  that  these  statements 
will  not  cause  me  to  overestimate  my¬ 
self.  To  each  and  every  one  of  you  I  ex¬ 
tend  a  personal  invitation  to  visit  me  in 
the  city  of  Los  Angeles. 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  may  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  a  report  on  the  bill  H.  R. 
5451. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks, 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Kearney  and  to  include  a  letter. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin  in  four  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  Jonas  of  North  Carolina  and  to 
include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  Ayres  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  Kersten  of  Wisconsin  in  four  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter 

Mr.  LeCompte  and  to  include  a  very 
important  address  given  before  the  Iowa 
State  Bar  Association  on  Friday  evening 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Mr.  Farrington  in  two  instances  and 
to  include  speeches  by  Gov.  Samuel 
Wilder  King,  of  Hawaii. 


Mr.  O’Brien  of  Michigan  and  to  in¬ 
clude  an  article. 

Mr.  Friedel. 

Mr.  Magnuson. 

Mr.  McCormack  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter. 

Mr.  Patman  and  to  include  copy  of  a 
letter  sent  to  the  President. 

Mr.  Cole  of  New  York  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Simpson  of  Illinois). 

Mr.  Gavin  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  made  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
today  and  to  include  a  letter  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

Mr.  Bush  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Gavin) 
and  to  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  D’Ewart  and  to  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter. 

Mi’s.  Rogers  of  Massachusetts  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Adair)  and  to  include  an 
article,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it 
exceeds  two  pages  of  the  Record  and  is 
estimated  by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost 
$308. 

Mr.  Bow  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gregor)  in  eight  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Wyoming  in  three  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  Hillelson. 

Mrs.  Buchanan  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Smith  of  Virginia)  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter. 

Mr.  Thornberry  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  to  include  an  editorial 
and  a  letter. 

Mr.  Perkins  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Bolling)  and  to  include  extraneous* 
matter. 

Mr.  Wolverton  in  three  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Van  Zandt  in  three  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Reed  of  New  York  in  five  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Holifield  and  to  include  extrane¬ 
ous  material. 

Mr.  Wier  and  to  include  a  letter  and 
extraneous  material. 

Mr.  Yorty  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mil¬ 
ler  of  California)  in  three  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Elliott  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Roberts  and  to  include  an  address. 

Mr.  Knox  and  to  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  Jackson  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  an  editorial  and  a  letter. 

Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa  and  to  include  a 
speech. 

Mr.  REED  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  January  3  of  this  year  permission 
was  given  to  me  to  extend  my  remarks 
at  a  certain  point  in  the  Record.  In¬ 
advertently  I  did  not  do  so.  I  renew 
that  request  at  this  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  according¬ 
ly  (at  2  o’clock  and  16  minutes  p.  m.)  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tues¬ 
day,  June  9,  1953,  at  12  o’clock  noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

754.  Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  a 
communication  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting  a  pro¬ 
posed  supplemental  appropriation  to  pay 
claims  for  damages,  audited  claims,  and 
judgments  rendered  against  the  United 
States,  as  provided  by  various  laws,  in 
the  amount  of  $2,732,953.53,  together 
with  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  pay  indefinite  interest  and  costs  and 
to  cover  increases  in  rates  of  exchange 
as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  claims  in 
foreign  currency  (H.  Doc.  166);  was 
taken  from  the  Speaker’s  table,  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 

PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xni,  pursuant 
to  the  order  of  the  House  of  June  5,  1953, 
the  following  bill  was  reported  June  6, 
1953: 

Mr.  WOLCOTT:  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency.  S.  1081.  An  act  to  provide 
authority  for  temporary  economic  controls, 
and  for  other  pu'moses;  with  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  516).  Referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

[Submitted  June  8, 1953] 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  TABER:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  4664.  A  bill  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1953,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
517).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois:  Committee  on 
Rules.  House  Resolution  271.  Resolution 
for  consideration  of  S.  1081,  an  act  to  provide 
authority  for  temporary  economic  controls, 
and  for  other  purposes;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  518).  Referred  to  the  House  Cal¬ 
endar. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON:  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce.  H.  R.  3203. 
A  bill  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act  in  order  to  prohibit  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  from  regulating  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  certain  leases  for  the  use  of  equip¬ 
ment  by  motor  carriers,  and  the  amount  of 
compensation  to  be  paid  for  such  use;  with 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  519).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,. _ _ 

Mr.  HOPE:  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
H.  R.  5451.  A  bill  to  amend  the  wheat-mar¬ 
keting  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes;  with  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  520).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


FUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BENNETT  of  Florida: 

H.  R.  5595.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  special  postage  stamps  expressing  the 
desire  of  the  American  people  for  peace;  to 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  BENTLEY: 

H.  R.  5596.  A  bill  to  suspend  for  1  year  cer¬ 
tain  duties  upon  the  importation  of  alu¬ 
minum  and  aluminum  alloys;  to  the  Com¬ 
mit  on  Ways  and  Means. 


CONGRESSIONAL 

PROCEEDINGS 


|  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

«•“'>  on*  COT  -mm  «m  •«>  «m  wa  ej  ISSUed  June  10.  1953 

OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  For  actions  of  June  9,  1953 

(For  Department  Staff  Only)  83rd-lst,  No*  10$ 

\  -  CONTESTS 


Air  pollution*  ......  . . ...  .8 

Appropriations... . ..2,10,19 

Butter. .  . . .20 

Cons  ervation. . .......18 

Credit  union,,  ,13. 

Economic  cont ro Is* ....... ,1 

Elqetri.f  icati  on. . . ...... .18 

Hous  ing  . . 12 

aport  controls  * .1 


Interest  rates 0 ... .12 
Loans,  rural  telephone. .. ,2 
Margarine  «»,,,,,, .,20 

Mineral  s  «... . . .ip 

Organization. .. , ...... ...l6 

PcrsD  nnel ....... .. , .  ...1,21 

School-lunch  program. «•« «20 
St .  Lawrenc  e  s  eavmy «.»«.,  YJ 


Tariff  . 22 

T.V.A, o  »  oo  *9 
Trade,  f  or  eign, ..  © ....  •  3 , 1^4- 

Transportat ion. « c ....... . .6 

Veterans’  benefits., .... .11 

Tfar  powe rs. . ,7 

■She  at  marketing  quota.. ,.  .8 
Wool,, . „ . 022 


HIGHLIGHTS;  House  passed  economic  controls  billj>  including  amendment  to  omit  Section 
10i|..  House  agreed  to  conference  report  on  J>rd  supplemental  appropriation  bill. 

House  committee  reported  trade  agreements  extension  bill  and  bill  defining  forest 
mining-claim  rights.  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  wheat  marketing  quota  bill. 

\  / 

)  »  •  %  M'  . 


HOUSE 

1„.  ECONOMIC  CONTROLS,  Passed  with  amendments  S,  1081,  to  authorize  temporary 

economic  controls,  after  adopting  a  committee  substitute  amendment  that  supplied 
new  text  for  the  Senate-passed  bill  (pp,  61*38-83),  This  bill  now  provides  for 
a  1-year  extension  of  the  allocation  and  priorities  provisions  of  title  I  and 
the  production  expansion  and  procurement  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950*  U6  authority  is  included  for  the  90-day  standby  wage, 
•price,  and  rent  freeze. 

The  committee  amendment  also  included  a  1-year  extension  of  Sec.  10^,  re¬ 
stricting  imports  of  certain  agricultural  commodities.  Agreed,  123-95,  to  an 
Andresen  amendment  to  permit  expiration-  on  June  30,  1953,  of  this  section.  In 
offering  his  amendment  Rep.  Andresen  stated  that  secti.021  101*  was  "not  necessary 
considering  tiie  proclamation  of  the  President,  based  upon  section  22,  which 
limited  the  imports  of  dairy  products,  on  peanuts,  peanut  oil,  flaxseed,  and 
linseed  oil."  (pp,  61*70-75') •  Reps,  Andresen,  Multer,  Aolcott  and  others  dis¬ 
cussed  the  effects  of  3ecc  lOlj.  and  Sec,  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

(pp*  6)463-75)* 

Agreed  to  a  Holcott  amendment  providing  for  the  insertion  of  the  text  of 
II «R#  5ll*i  (Small  Business  Admin, )  as  passed  by  the  House  on  June  5  (pp*  61*75-8), 
Rejected,  65-113,  a  Spence  amendment  restoring  title  VIII  of  the  Senate 
bill  providing 'for  temporary  price,  yrage,  and  rent  ceilings  (ppe  61*73-83), 

Agreed  to,  1*6~1*5,  an  Oakman  amendment  to  restrict  the  scope  of  the  term 
"national  defense"  in  connection  vdth  the  bill  (ppe  61*62-3),  s 

2„  APPROPRIATIONS,  Adopted  the '  conference  report  on  H.R,  1*661* ,  third  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  for  1953 0  Rep,  Andersen  previously  urged  that  the  full 


"$X5>  ndliloh  •fosc'-l&li'  bar  inclucted  in  tiie.  conference. -report  instead  of  ';>? ,£00,000 
agreed  to  by  corferees«  ,  (:Po ■ 6U37» ) 

:■  ■  ■'  :  *'i  .  »  /  .  :  ‘‘i*  .  ■" 

3«  FOREIGN  TRADE*  The  Ways  and  Ifcans  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H*E* 
52*95,  to;  extend  for  1  year,'  without  change,  the  Presidents  authority  to  enter 
into  reciprocal  trade  agreements  and  establish  a  Commission  on  Foreign  Economic 
Policy  (II*  Rept*  521)  (pp.  62*86-8?  )0 


lie  LttNERALS,  'The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Cojanittoe  reported  with  amendment 
H©R.  U983^  to  define  the  surface  rights  vested  in  the  locator  of  a  mining  claim 
on  public  lands ' hereafter  made  under  U*S.  mining  laws,  prior  to  issuance  of 

patent  .(H0.  Rept*  522)  (p*  Old?)*  ....  - •  -  • 

.  , .  .  ,  Rpepived.  a  Nebraska  Legislature  mer^rial  urging  enactment  of  a  lav;  "giving . 
the  mineral  rights  back  to  the.  States"  (p*  61*87)©  1  ■  ......... 

•  . . .  .  _  j  ,  „  i  ,,-jj  . 


5©  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA.  The,  Rules.  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  con-  ■ 
. . .  sideratlon.  of  H.R*  52*51,  to  amend  the  wiieat  marketing  quota’  provisions  Of  the 
.  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (p*  61*87 ) »  ' 


6*  TRAPS RUTATION©  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution'  for  the  considerate  j 
of  HoR,  3203,  to  prohibit  the  ICC  from  regulating  the  duration  of  certain  leases 
for  the  use  of  equipment  by  motor  carriers.,  and  the  amount  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  for  such  use  (p*  61*87)© 


7©  WA R  POWERS*  The  Judiciary  Subcommittee  approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  H*R*  2557,  extending  title  2  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act  (contract 
authority  of  the  President)  through  June  3°,  1952*  (p©  D530). 

8*  AIR  POIliUTION*  Received  a  California  Legislature  memorial  on  H.R.  2720f  pro¬ 
viding  for  rapid  amortization  of  air  pollution  control  facilities  constructed 
by  private  industry  (p«  61*07 ) « 

*  .  * 

9#  TVA*  Extension  of  remarks  by  Rep*  Rains  defending  the  record  of  TVA,  outlining 
four  tests  of  efficiency  and  good  management,  and  claiming  it  lias  "a  record  of 
efficiency  and  operation  unequaled  in  the  annals  of  any  Government  agency" 

(pp*  62*81*— 5 )  0 

%  j,  \%  ' ,  • 

SENATE  : 

10o  APPR.0HH  AT  IONS ,  An  Appropriations  subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  vdth  amendments  H*R0  1*828,  the  Interior  appropriation  bill  for  1952* 

(p.  D527)o 

•  •  «  ,  •  .• 

.*  •  ’  *  \ 

11*  PERSONNEL*  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered  reported  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  with  amendments-,  S,  1681*,  to  facilitate  civil-service 
appointment  of  persons  who  lost  this  opportunity  due  to'  service  in  Armed  Forces 
after  June  30,  1950  (p.  D527)a 

The  Banking  arid  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not ,  actually 
report)  without  amendment  Sft  l!*58,  to  continue  the  effectiveness  of  employee 
war-rl£k  hazard  and  detention  benefits,  until  July  1,  1952*  (thi’3  bill  was  ap¬ 
proved  pending  receipt  of  additional  information)  (p,  D527)» 

12*  HOUSING*  The  Banking  and'  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  with  amendments  5*  1993,  to  amend  the  National  Housing  Act  and 
the  Servicemen* s-  Readjustment  Act  of  191*4  with  respect  to  maximum  interest 
rates  (p.  D527)*  1  >■  « 


S3d  Congress 
1st  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Report 
No.  525 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  5451 


June  9,  1953. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  273] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  273,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 

26008 
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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  70 

H.  RES.  273 

[Report  No.  525] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  9, 1953 

Allen  of  Illinois,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 

RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved ,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the 

5  wheat  marketing  "quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

6  ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

7  After  general  debate,  which  shall  he  confined  to  the  bill, 

8  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally 

9  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 

10  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be 

11  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 

12  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment, 

13  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 


V 


2 


1  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the 

2  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 

3  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 

4  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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for  other  purposes;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  521).  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska:  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  H.  R.  4983.  A 
bill  to  define  the  surface  rights  vested  in  the 
locator  of  a  mining  claim  hereafter  made 
under  the  mining  laws  of  the  United  States, 
prior  to  issuance  of  patent  therefor,  and  for 
other  purposes;  with  amendment  (Rept.  No. 

522).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska:  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  H.  R.  2824.  A 
bill  to  encourage  the  discovery,  development, 
and  production  of  tungsten  ores  and  con¬ 
centrates  in  the  United  States,  its  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  with  amendment  (Rept.  No.  523) .  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois :  Committee  on  Rules. 

House  Resolution  272.  Resolution  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  3203,'  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  in  order  to 
prohibit  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion  from  regulating  the  duration  of  certain 
leases  for  the  use  of  equipment  by  motor  car¬ 
riers,  and  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
paid  for  such  use;  without  amendment  (Rept. 

No.  524) .  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois :  Committee  on  Rules. 

House  Resolution  273.  Resolution  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  5451,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  for  other  purposes;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  525)'.  Referred  to  the  House 
Calendar.  _ _ _ 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois :  Committee  on  Rules. 

House  Resolution  274.  Resolution  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  House  Joint  Resolution  234, 
joint  resolution  authorizing  an  appropria¬ 
tion  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  Interparliamentary  Union  for 
the  year  1953,  to  be  held  in  Washington, 

D.  C.;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  526). 

Referred  to  the  Hoq^e  Calendar. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows : 

By  Mr.  ALLEN  of  California: 

H.  R.  5618.  A  bill  to  amend  sections  1104 
and  1105  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936, 
as  amended;  to  the  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries. 

By  Mr.  BROYHILL: 

H.  R.  5619.  A  bill  to  increase  the  salaries  of 
employees  of  the  Board  of  Education  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  to  provide  for  a 
study  of  the  pay  scales  and  classifications  of 
such  employees;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

By  Mr.  HILL: 

H.  R.  5620.  A  bill  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  correct  an 
incomplete  and  faulty  survey  in  township  8 
north,  range  53  west  of  the  sixth  principal 
meridian  in  Colorado,  and  to  issue  patents 
describing  any  new  areas  included  in  lots 
1,  2,  3,  and  4  in  sections  1  through  6,  town¬ 
ship  8  north,  range  53  west  of  the  sixth  prin¬ 
cipal  meridian  in  Colorado;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mrs.  PFOST: 

H.  R.  5621.  A  bill  to  change  the  date  for 
the  beginning  of  annual  assessment  work  on 
mining  claims  held  by  location  in  the  United 
States,  including  the  Territory  of  Alaska, 
from  the  1st  day  of  July  to  the  1st  day  of 
October  and  to  extend  the  time  during  which 
annual  assessment  work  on  such  claims  may 
be  made  for  the  year  beginning  July  1,  1952, 
to  the  1st  day  of  November  1953;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


By  Mr.  POWELL: 

H.  R.  5622.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  special  postage  stamp  in  com¬ 
memoration  of  the  200th  anniversary  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  University;  to  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  aijd  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  RAD  WAN: 

H.  R.  5623.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  so  as  to  confer  au¬ 
thority  upon  the  Surgeon  General  to  assist 
in  the  elimination,  control,  and  abatement 
of  pollution  in  certain  international  waters; 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

H.  R.  5624.  A  bill  to  repeal  those  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1937  which  reduce  the  amount  of  a  railroad 
annuity  or  pension  -where  the  individual  or 
his  spouse  is  (or  on  proper  application  would 
be)  entitled  to  certain  insurance  benefits 
under  the  Social  Security  Act;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

H.  R.  5625.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  (by 
request)  : 

H.  R.  5626.  A  bill  to  amend  the  existing 
law  to  provide  for  the  automatic  renewal  of 
expiring  5-year  level  premium-term  policies 
of  United  States  Government  and  national 
service  life  insurance;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  SHORT: 

H.  R.  5627.  A  bill  to  amend  Public  Law 
472,  81st  Congress,  approved  April  11,  1950, 
entitled  “An  act  to  promote  the  national 
defense  and  to  contribute  to  more  effective 
aeronautical  research  by  authorizing  pro¬ 
fessional  personnel  of  the  National  Advisory 
Committee  for  Aeronautics  to  attend  accred¬ 
ited  gradurV ;  schools  for  research  and 
study”;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Pennsylvania: 

H.  R.  5628.  A  bill  to  provide  for  public  ac¬ 
countability  by  tax-exempt  organizations, 
and  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas: 

H.  R.  5629.  A  bill  to  provide  for  public  ac¬ 
countability  by  tax-exempt  organizations, 
and  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  WHEELER: 

H.  R.  5630.  A  bill  to  provide  an  additional 
method  for  computing  certain  benefits  pay¬ 
able  undbr  the  Federal  Employees’  Compen¬ 
sation  Act  to  persons  who  continue  their 
employment  after  sustaining  injury,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor. 

By  Mr.  BAKER: 

H.  R.  5631.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937  to  provide  full  an¬ 
nuities  regardless  of  age  for  employees  who 
have  completed  30  years  of  service  and  whose 
railroad  employment  has  been  terminated  by 
reason  of  the  abandonment  of  a  railroad;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  CHATHAM: 

H.  R.  5632.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  the  Camp  Butner  Military  Re¬ 
servation,  N.  C.,  to  the  State  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  HERLONG: 

H.  R.  5633.  A  bill  to  provide  that  admis¬ 
sions  to  certain  postseason  football  games 
shall  be  exempt  from  the  admissions  tax; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  LANE: 

H.  R.  5634.  A  bill  to  extend  section  124A 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to 
amortization  deductions  for  emergency  facil¬ 
ities)  to  cover  certain  facilities  in  distressed 
areas;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  MACK  of  Illinois: 

H.  R.  5635.  A  bill  to  provide  for  Federal 
cooperation  with  senior  high  schools,  col¬ 
leges,  and  universities  in  the  training  of  air- 
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craft  pilots;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  RADWAN: 

H.  R.  5636.  A  bill  to  amend  veterans’  reg¬ 
ulations  to  establish  for  persons  who  served 
in  the  Armed  Forces  during  World  War  II  a 
further  presumption  of  service-connection 
for  tuberculosis  other  than  pulmonary;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  SHORT: 

H.  R.  5637.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  use 
of  the  American  National  Red  Cross  in  aid  of 
the  Armed  Forces,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  STRINGFELLOW : 

H.  R.  5638.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930,  to  encourage  the  domestic  produc¬ 
tion  of  wool  as  a  critical  and  strategic  de¬ 
fense  material;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HARRISON  of  Wyoming: 

H.  Con.  Res.  108.  Concurrent  resolution  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  of  Congress  that  certain 
tribes  of  Indians  should  be  freed  from  Fed¬ 
eral  supervision;  to  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  MACK  of  Illinois: 

H.  Con.  Res.  109.  Concurrent  resolution  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  of  Congress  on  a  policy  of 
exempting  from  combat  duty  any  member  of 
the  Armed  Forces  whose  brother  or  sister 
has  died  as  a  result  of  enemy  action  while 
serving  in  the  Armed  Forces;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services. 


■'  MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  3  of  rule  XXII,  memo¬ 
rials  were  presented  and  referred  as 
follows: 

By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the  Legis¬ 
lature  of  the  State  of  California,  memorial¬ 
izing  the  President  and  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  relative  to  passage  of  H.  R. 
2720  providing  for  the  rapid  amortization  of 
facilities  constructed  by  private  industry  for 
the  control  of  air  pollution;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  California,  memorializing  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
in  relation  to  tariff  rates;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  memorializing  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
requesting  the  enactment  of  a  law  giving  the 
mineral  rights  back  to  the  States;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  memorializing  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
expressing  opposition  to  legislative  resolu¬ 
tion  No.  32  of  the  61st  session  of  the  Ne¬ 
braska  State  Legislature,  pertaining  to  estab¬ 
lishing  a  policy  with  regard  to  taxation;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  ADAIR: 

H.  R.  5639.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Edel- 
traud  Kambert;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary.  * 

By  Mr.  CHUDOFF: 

H.  R.  5640.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Daniel 
Simon;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  FORAND: 

H.  R.  5641.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  Louis  D.  Gingras  as  a  permanent 
captain  in  the  Regular  Army;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  GATHINGS: 

H.  R.  5642.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Cpl.  Na- 
tale  Bunici;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary. 
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By  Hr;  GOODWIN ; 

H.  R.  5643.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Richard 
W.  Henderson  and  Irene  C.  Henderson;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HERLONG: 

H.  R.  5644.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Evangelos 
Christos  Mirtsopoulos;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HILLINGS  (by  request) : 

H.  R.  5645.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Eleanor 
Deloris  Woodward  and  Paul  Woodward;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LANE; 

H.  R.  5646.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Fran¬ 
cesco  Prano;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  ( 

H.  R.  5647.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Lee 
Houn  and  Lily  Ho  Lee  Houn;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary.. 

By  Mr.  LANHAM: 

H.  R.  5648.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Wood- 
row  W.  Leake;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LYLE: 

H.  R.  5649.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Albert 
Bernard  Prashner;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


By  Mr.  MORANO: 

H.  R.  5650.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Peter 
F.  de  Ullmann;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  OSMERS: 

H.  R.  5651.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  James 
M.  Wilson;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  PATTERSON: 

H.  R.  5652.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Florence  P.  Hildreth;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  POWELL: 

H.  R.  5653.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Patrick 
Joseph  Blewett;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

H.  R.  5654.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Eulah 
Hannah  Basden;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HELLER: 

H.  J.  Res.  272.  Joint  resolution  to  author¬ 
ize  the  President  to  issue  posthumously  to 
the  late  Seymour  Richard,  Belinky,  a  flight 
officer  in  the  United  States  Army,  a  com¬ 
mission  as  second  lieutenant,  United  States 
Army,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 


June  9,  1953 

PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  petitions 
and  papers  were  laid  on  the  Clerk’s  desk 
and  referred  as  follows: 

316.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Petition  of  W.  N. 
Skinner  and  20  others,  Waco,  Tex.,  relative 
to  redress  of  grievances  for  a  prayer  for 
United  States  withdrawal  from  the  United 
Nations;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs. 

317.  Also,  petition  of  American  Ex-Prison¬ 
ers  of  War,  Inc.,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.,  re¬ 
questing  enactment  of  the  bill  H.  R.  4873,  to 
amend  section  39  of  the  Trading  With  the 
Enemy  Act  of  October  6,  1917,  as  amended; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

318.  Also,  petition  of  J.  K.  Carr  and  others, 
Daytona  Beach,  Fla.,  requesting  passage  of 
H.  R.  2446  and  H.  R.  2447,  social-security  leg¬ 
islation  known  as  the  Townsend  plan;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

319.  Also,  petition  of  Sarrah  Hall  and 
others,  Daytona  Beach,  Fla.,  requesting  pas¬ 
sage  of  H.  R.  2446  and  H.  R.  2447,  social- 
security  legislation  known  as  the  Townsend 
plan;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 


interest,  .through  an  appropriation  when  the  costs  of  the  programs  have  been  as¬ 
certained,,  "  The  message  proposes  that  up  to  700,000  tons  o£  wheat  be.  made 
available  as  a  grant,  and  that  it  will  be  determined  later  whether  additional 
shipments  will  be  supplied  as  a  grant  or  a  loan0 

16.  FOREIGN  TRADER  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration 
of  H.R*  5U95$  to  continue  for  1  year  the  authority  cf  the  President  to  enter 
into  trade  agreements  under  section  350  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (p.  6^8U ) © 

•  \  „  .  ,  r  .  '  *  . 

17*  PACKAGING*  Repo  0*Hara  spoke  on  the  progress  made  by  the  .Green  Giant  Company, 
Glencoe,  Finn* ,  which  is  "the  world* s  largest  packer  of  peas  and  corn,"  during 
the  50  years  of  its  existence  (pp0  6577-8 )o 

18  9  WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA*  As  reported,  HCR0  5U5l,  to  amend  the 'wheat-marketing 

quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  includes  the  fol¬ 
lowing  provisions:  ,  - 

Increases  the  minimum  permissible  national  wheat-acreage  allotment 'from  55 
million  tc  66  million  acres,  a  reduction  of  about  12  million  acres,  or  l5$>  of 
present  wheat  acreage  5  changes  the  exemption  from  marketing  quotas  in  the  case 
of  farm  acreage  from  15  to  25  acres,  and  for  bushel  production*  from  200  to  1;00, 
acres;  and  establishes  the  penalty  for  exceeding  the  farm  marketing  quota  at 
k%  of'  the  parity  price  per  bushel  as  of  lay  1  of  the  crop  year* 

Establishes  a  National  acreage  reserve,  not  exceeding  1,'  of  the  national  allot¬ 
ment  to  be  apportioned  to  counties  in  addition  to  the  regular  county  allotments 
to  relieve  inequity'  resulting  from  the  rise  of  new  wheat  producing  areas |  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  acreage  reserve  for  new  wheat  farms  of  of  the  allotted  acreage 
-  be  placed  on  a  state  level  (previously  on  a  county  level)  for  greater  flexi¬ 
bility  of  use;  adds  "the  past  acreage  of  wheat"  as  another  factor  in  establish¬ 
ing  farm  wheat  allotments;  and  limits  the  so-called  Barden  amendment  protection 
to  wheat  farms  acquired  only  from  1950  on  (previously  I9I4O)  by  the  U„  S*  for 
national -defense  purpose  s0  • 

XTEI.S  IN  APPENDIX 

•  »  •  .  .  -  \ 

-9  3  VETERANS  *  ‘BENEFITS  0  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep*  Elliott  favoring  his  bill, 

H»R0  3167,  which  would  increase  education  andtraining  allowance  of  veterans 
pursuing  on-farm  training,  and  inserting  several  Nat J 1  Ass  *n.  ’ of  State  Approval 
Agencies  resolutions  urging  passage  of  the  bill  :(pp.  A3523-IO0 

20.  GRAZING  LANDS*  Rep.  D 3 Ewart  inserted  an  article  from  the  .Liles  City  -(I.Iont©) 

Star  criticizing  the  opposition  to  H.R*  i*023,  the  stockmen8 s  grazing  bill  as 
"the  result  of  a  misinterpretation"  (pp,  A3523.-9)*  * 

Sen.  Morse  inserted  3  newspaper  editorials  opposing  II  eR,  1*023,  the  stock- 
men^  grazing  bill  as  "a  slick  rights -grabbing  scheme  on  behalf  of  special  in-  • 
terests"  (pp0  A3547-3)a) 

210  LIVESTOCK*  Sen,  Robertson  inserted  State  Sen*  Harry  C,  Stuart  (Va«>  speech  de¬ 
livered  before  an  annual  1*-H  Club  discussing  the  program  of  grass-fed  cattle 
(PP.  A3530-1). 

«  «  ,  *  , 

*  ■*: 

220  CONSERVATION.  Rep*  Abbitt  inserted  an’  American  Forests  article ,  discussing  the 
contributions,  of  certain  individuals  to  the  "wise-use  management  and  conserva¬ 
tion  of  our  renewable  natural  resources  of  forests,  soil,  v/ater  and  -wildlife" 
(PP.  A3S32-3), 


23#  -ffip.il  STATEHOOD*  Sen.  I&ybank  inserted  a  Dillon  (50C.)  Herald  article  comment¬ 
ing  on  Sen*  Johnston5 s  speech  in  which  he  opposed  statehood  for  Hawaii 
(p,  A3533)» 

2)+.  GOVERN HE  NT  OPERATIONS.  Sen.  Capehart  inserted  an  American  Trade  Ass*n  Executive 
Journal  article  discussing  and  outlining  some  of  the  problems  of  Government- 
operations  (pp«  A35384;0)o 

25*  INFORMATION*  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  St*  Louis  Post-Dispatch  editorial  commenting 
on  the  recent  telecast  of  the  President  and  four  of  his  Cabinet  members 

(p.  1351+0). 

26.  IlivlGRATION*  Sen.  Hatkins  inserted  a  Deseret  Herts  (Salt  lake  City)  editorial 
favoring  S#  1917*  a  bill  to  permit  entry  of  21+0*000  immigrants  (pp*  A35U2-3 ) • 

27*  ROADS,  Sen.  I.ans field  inserted  tiro  newspaper  editorial  favoring  a  natiorrd.de 
program  for  development  of  better  roads  (pp,  A35U3-5)# 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 
*  * 

28*  SHEEP  INDUSTRY.  S*  20?!+,  by  Sen,  Helker*  for  the  relief  of  certain  Basque 

sheepherders ;  to  Judiciary  Committee  (p©  61j96).  Remarks  of  author  (p.  61+97 )  * 

29*  HATER  CONSERVATION.  S0  209I+,  by  Sen*  Butler*  to  facilitate  the  development  and 
construction  of  water  conservation  facilities  by  States  and  municipalities! 
to  Public  Dorks  Committee  (p6  61+97  )• 

30*  PATENTS .  S.  2095,  by  Sen*  Tobey,  to  authorize  the  extension  of  patents  covering 
inventions  whose  practice  was  prevented  or  curtailed  during  certain  emergency 
periods  by  service  of  the  patent  ’  owner  in  the  Armed  Forces  or  by  production  con¬ 
trols;  to  Judiciary  Committee  (p*  61+97). 

«  »  ■  » 

*  *  +  •  4 

31.  HATER  RESOURCES.  S«  2096,  by  Sen,  Barrett,  to' require  Federal  officers*  em¬ 

ployees,  agencies,  and  instrumentalities  to  act  in  accordance  r/ith  and  submit 
to  the  laws  of  certain  States  re3.ative  to  the  control,  appropriation*  use,  and  - 
distribution  of  water;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  (p*  6U97 ) » 

32.  RECLAMATION,  S0  2097*  by  Sen.  Cordon,  to  increase  the  amount  authorised  to  be 

appropriated  for  the  construction  of  the  Eklutna  project;  to  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  (p,  61+97 )o  Remarks  of  author  (pp,  61+97-8 ). 

33#  HHEAT.  S,  2099*  by  Sens  *  A.iken,  Schoeppel  and  Young,  to  amend  the  wheat  market¬ 
ing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  -adjustment  Act  of  1938#  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee  (p*  61+97 )  • 

3l+#  ACREAGE  .ALLOTMENTS*  S*  2102,  by  Sens,  Humpl+rey,  Murray  and  Kerr*  to  increase 
allowances  for  carryover  and  acreage  allotments  for  corn  and  y/heat  and  to  es¬ 
tablish  a 'special  contingency  reserve;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
(p,  61;97)o  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  61+99-5 01), 

35#  AGRICULT  TEAL  'ADJUST  PENT  ACT*  3*  2106,  by  Sens.  Kuchel  et  al;  H*R.  5655*  by  Rep. 
Hunter;  H0R.  5657*  by  Rep;  Dempsey;  H*R,  5658*  by  Rep.  Fernandez;  H.R.  5662, 
by  Rep.  Ivfeader;  H*RC  5666*  by  Rep.  Sheppard;  H«R0  5668,  by  Rep.  Young;  H.R.5669* 
by  Repo  Hagen;  and  H.RS  5672,  by  Rep.  Rhodes;  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938*  as  amended;  to  Agriculture  Committees  (pp,  61+97 *  6581+)* 

Remarks  of  Rep.  Hagen  (pp.  A3515-6). 


83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  2099 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10  (legislative  day,  June  8),  1953 

Mr.  Aiken  (for  himself,  Mr.  Schoeppel,  and  Mr.  Young)  introduced  the  fol¬ 
lowing  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  301  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

4  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (a)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (8)  the  language 

6  “during  the  ten  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and 

7  during  the  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton,  and 

8  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “during  the  five 

9  calendar  years” ;  and  by  deleting  the  language  “and,  in  the 
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case  of  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  cotton,  for  trends  in 
yields”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (A)  the 
language  “per  acre  of  corn  or  wheat”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  language  “per  acre  of  the  commodity”;  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language 
“ten  calendar  years”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn, 
and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  wheat,”;  by  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the  language  “weather 
conditions  and”  the  language  “in  the  case  of  corn,  but  not 
in  the  case  of  wheat,  for”;  by  striking  out  in  the  second 
sentence  the  language  “ten  calendar  years”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  language  “ten  or  five  calendar  years,  as  the 
case  may  be,”;  and  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence 
the  language  “ten  years”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “ten  or  five  years”. 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (E)  the 

language  “and  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case  of  cotton  or 
peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “,  but 
not  in  the  case  of  cotton,  wheat,  or  peanuts”;  and  striking 
out  the  language  “and  wheat,  and  five  calendar  years  in  the 
case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “and  five  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
wheat,  or  peanuts”. 
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Sec.  2.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words 
“The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language 
“,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for 
apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new 
sentence  to  read  as  follows:  “The  reserve  acreage  set  aside 
herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used 
to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county 
allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on 
the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  five  cal¬ 
endar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  the 
word  “ten”  wherever  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  word  “five”. 

(d)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words 
“The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less 
a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportion¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(e)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
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after  the  words  “on  the  basis  of”  the  language  “past  acreage 
of  wheat,”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  the  words  “such  county”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

(g)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the  figure 
“1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  “two  hundred”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “400”. 

Sec.  4.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55 
Stat.  203 ) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  para¬ 
graph  (2)  the  language  “shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the 
basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  cooperators  for 
such  marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act  and  this 
resolution.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “on 
wheat  shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop 
is  harvested.”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the  word  “fif¬ 
teen”  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “25”. 


5 


1  Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 

2  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  shall 

3  not  be  less  than  sixty-two  million  acres. 

4  Sec.  6.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  this  Act  shall  become 

5  effective  with  respect  to  the  1954  and  subsequent  crops  of 

6  wheat. 
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OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Issued  June  26,  1953 

For  actions  of  June  25,  1953 

83rd-lst,  No.  116 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  President  approved  wheat-for-Pakistan  bills  House  passed  wheat  market¬ 
ing  quota  bill.  Senate  received  McLeaish  nomination  to  Farmers’  Home  Administration. 
Senate  debated  Interior  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Wiley  favored  all-out  effort  to 
eradicate  Bang’s  disease  and  tuberculosis. 


HOUSE 

1.  ’1  HEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.R.  51+51,  to  amend  the  wheat 

marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  193S»  after 
previously  passing  the  resolution  providing  for  its  consideration  (for  provi- 
)  sions  see  , Digest  106)  (pp,  7551+-60,  7562-68).  In  addition  to  committee  amend¬ 
ments,  2  amendments  by  Rep.  Hope  were  adopted:  to  exclude  commodities  acquired 
under  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stockpiling  Act  from  surveys  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  carryover  or  total  supplies  of  commodities.  Rep.  Hope  stating  that  this 
+vould  apply  only  to  long-staple  cotton  (pp0  7567-68);  and  to  extend  the  time  for 
conducting  a  referendum  among  the  wheat  growers  to  determine  whether  or  not  they 
will  accept  marketing  quotas,  from  duly  2 1+  to  Aug.  15,  1953  (p»  ?5&7 ) ♦ 

Rejected  a  recommital  motion  by  Rep.  Hays,  by  a  division  vote  of  3I+-H6,  to 
reduce  the  minimum  acreage  allotment  from  66  million  acres  to  62  million  acres 
(p.  7568).  _ _ 

2.  RUBBER.  Passed  with  amendments  H.R.  5728,  to  authorise  the  disposal  of  the 

Government-owned  rubber-producing  facilities  (pp»  7532-53 )»  This  bill  proposes 
a  3-man  commission,  appointed  by  the  President,  to  take  bids  and  negotiate  sales 
contracts  on  the  28  Government-owned  synthetic-rubber  facilities.  If  either 
House  disapproves  of  the  proposed  sales,  they  will  be  rejected,  and  the  Rubber  ^ 
Act  of  191+8  will  be  extended. 

'  \  1 

3.  POSTAL  RATES;  INFORMATION.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported 

without  amendment  S.  971,  to  authorize  films,  and  related  material,  for  educa¬ 
tional  use  to  be  transmitted  through  the  mails  at  the  rate  provided  for  books 
'  (H.  Rept.  668)  (p,  7572). 


k'  '  tatoLatSl  tleP?rtarat'«  proposed  bill  to  amend  the 

(o!  7572)!  1  -1h  Agreement  Act  of  1*9;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 

5.  HOUSING-.  Received  this  Department’s  proposed  bill  to  amend  * title  1  of  the  Bank- 

head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  and  title  5  of  the  Housing  Act  of  191*9.  so  as  to 
expend  veterans’  preference  to  persons  who  have  served^ in  the  Korean  conflict: 
to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  (p.  7572). 

6.  APPRO KUAT10hs.  Received  supplemental  appropriation  estimates  -for  fiscal  year 
. ,  .19.^4  of.  ,,3^2,000  for  the  Interior.  Department  (H.  Doc,  195)  (p.  7572), 

■ *  '  cmH9A0lV0d'  a  Syppleriental  aPPro.prlation  estimate  for  fiscal -year  1954  of 
’  -  -  mPpo^.OpQ,  for  the  Commission  on  Foreign  Economic  Policy  (H,-  Doc..  199)  (p.  7572). 

***'••  <  •  *  .  ...  ; 

.  •  •  •  .  ,  SENATE  •  .  _  . . 

?If“  ^bat0  IUR-  il828.  the  Interior  appropriation,  bill  for 
195VF:  T,89,  75l0“3D.  Agreed  to  Sen.  Cordon’s  request  that  the  bill  as  ^ 
amended  by  the  committee  be  deemed  a  clean  bill,  in  effect  agreeing  en  blocto 
all  committee  amendments  with  the  right-  later  to  raise  points  of  order  against 
tnese  amendments  (p.  7510),  b  *  ^ 

Rejected  the  following  amendments:  '  *  •  - 

,,  t0  reduco  ^  312  million  funds  for  irrigation,  and  limiting 

h.,  ih!D!U!y  °f.the.re”,ainder  for  irrigation  construction  to  80 /.  of  that  planned 
by  the  Reclamation  Bureau  during  the  fiscal  year  (pp.  751^-8) . 

-  !>'  Sen*  Ih.ve,  to  increase  by  .1,J00,000  the  funds  of  the  Reclamation  Bureau 

for  the  construction  and  rehabilitation  of  power  transmission  lines  and  substa- 
t ions  into  western  Mnn,  from  Big  Bend,  So-.  Dak.  (pp.  7518-20). 

o-j  en,  Douglas,  on  a  point  of  order,  to  increase  by  0500,000  the  funds  to  be 

£1!  »~E.bX.  for  studies  of  problems  affecting  the  education  oTzlzr*- 

/  vdren  Qnd  to  assist  localities  in  their  education  and  health 

care  ^pp.  /^^1-pl;,.  .  ,  — - 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  In  reporting  H.R.  5376,  the  Army  civil  appropriation  bill,  the 
committee  added  ,57,371,300  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  committee  report 
states The  committee  is  in  full  accord  with  the  views  of  the  House  committee 
as  to  the  vital  need  for  a  comprehensive  program  for  the  development  of  the- 
•  water  resources  of  the  Ration.  It  desires  to  commend  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
pSi?blishlnfJt  °f  standards  and  procedures  for  review,  in  the  Executive 
>,  ,  hf  _‘  resident*  of  reports  on  proposed  water  resource's  projects.  It  is 

,1“  that  absence  of  a  clear  statement  of  uniform  standards  and  proce¬ 
dures  has  resulted  not  only  in  delays  and  difficulties  in  the  clearance  of  re¬ 
ports,  cut  ^  m  sore  cases  inconsistent  actions  with  respect  to  projects  proposed 
by  the  various  Government  agencies,"  '■  1  . 

9*  ?IS8A?ES.*  ?Qn*  ”'il9y  urSed  ”an  all-out  effort"  to  eradicate  Bang’s  disease 

-and  tuberculosis  in  cattle,  tana  inserted  a  letter  from  "five  key  experts  in 
..lsconsin. agriculture"  requesting  appropriations  for  the  oavment  of  i.- 

demrtities  for  diseased  cattle  destroyed  (p.  7>Qg).  -  .  m 

10*  ^ic'coJtrolfbin*  -Se?;  Spa^‘an  V'as  ap?ointed  a  ^oreo  on  S.  1081,  the  econom- 
(p*  7508).'  ~  *,in  i0U  °f  b0n*  FulbriSht»  v;ho  has  resigned  as  a  conferee 

U*  iSeceiv9d  th0  nomination  of  Robert  B,  KcLeaish  to  bo  Administrator  of 

the  Farmers’  Home  Administration"  (p.  7551).  01 
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Corbett 

Jackson 

Rees,  Kans. 

Cotton 

James 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Cretella 

Jarman 

Richards 

Crumpacker 

Jenkins 

Riehlman 

Cunningham 

Jensen 

Riley 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Johnson 

Rivers 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Jonas,  Ill. 

Roberts 

Curtis,  Nebr. 

Jonas,  N.  C. 

Robeson,  Va. 

Dague 

Jones,  Ala. 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Kean 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Dawson,  Utah 

Kearney 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Deane 

Kearns 

Sadlak 

Dempsey 

Keating 

St.  George 

Derounian 

Kersten,  Wis. 

Saylor 

Devereux 

Kilburn 

Schenck 

D’Ewart 

Kilday 

Scherer 

Dodd 

King,  Pa. 

Scott 

Donohue 

Knox 

Scrivner 

Donovan 

Krueger 

Scudder 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Laird 

Seely-Brown 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Landrum 

Selden 

Dowdy 

Lane 

Shafer 

Doyle 

Latham 

Sheehan 

Durham 

LeCompte 

Short 

Edmondson 

Lesinski 

Shuford 

Elliott 

Long 

Sikes 

Ellsworth 

Lovre 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Engle 

Lyle 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Fallon 

McCarthy 

Small 

Fenton 

McCormack 

Smith,  Kans. 

Fernandez 

McCulloch 

Smith,  Miss. 

Fino 

McDonough 

Smith,  Va. 

Fisher 

McGregor 

Smith,  Wis. 

Ford 

Mclntire 

Spence 

Forrester 

McMillan 

Springer 

Fountain 

Mack,  Wash. 

Stauffer 

Frazier 

Magnuson 

Steed 

Frelinghuysen 

Mahon 

Sutton 

Friedel 

Mailliard 

Taber 

Fulton 

Martin,  Iowa 

Talle 

Gary 

Matthews 

Thomas 

Gathings 

Meader 

Thompson, 

Gavin 

Merrill 

Mich. 

Gentry 

Merrow 

Thompson,  Tex. 

George 

Miller,  Md. 

Thornberry 

Golden 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Tollefson 

Goodwin 

Mills 

Trimble 

Graham 

Morano 

Tuck 

Grant 

Moulder 

Utt 

Gregory 

Mumma 

Van  Pelt 

Gwinn 

Murray 

Van  Zandt 

Hagen,  Minn. 

Neal 

Velde 

Haley 

Nelson 

Vinson 

Halleck 

Nicholson 

Vorys 

Hand 

Norblad 

Vursell 

Harden 

Norrell 

Wainwright 

Hardy 

Oakman 

Walter 

Harris 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Wampler 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Warburton 

Harrison,  Va. 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Watts 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

O’Neill 

Weichel 

Harvey 

Osmers 

Westland 

Hays,  Ark. 

Ostertag 

Wharton 

Hubert 

Passman 

Wheeler 

Herlong 

Patten 

Whitten 

Heselton 

Pelly 

Wickersham 

Hess 

Pfost 

Widnall 

Hiestand 

Pilcher 

Williams,  Miss. 

Hill 

Pillion 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Hillelson 

Poage 

Willis 

Hillings 

Poff 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Hinshaw 

Preston 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Hoeven 

Price 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Prouty 

Winstead 

Holmes 

Rabaut 

Withrow 

Holt 

Radwan 

Wolcott 

Horan 

Rains 

Wolverton 

Hosmer 

Ray 

Young 

Hruska 

Reams 

Younger 

Hunter 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Ikard 

Reed,  Ill. 

NOT  VOTING— 55 

Blatnik 

Heller 

O’Konskl 

Buckley 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Patterson 

Burdick 

Holtzman 

Philbin 

Busbey 

Hope 

Phillips 

Bush 

Hyde 

Polk 

Carrigg 

Javits 

Priest 

Chatham 

Judd 

Rayburn 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Keogh 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Cooley 

Klein 

Regan 

Coudert  < 

Lantaff 

Roosevelt 

Dies 

Lucas 

Secrest 

Dollinger 

McConnell 

Stringfellow 

Dolliver 

McVey 

Taylor 

Dondero 

Mack,  HI. 

Teague 

Fine 

Mason 

Thompson,  La, 

Fogarty 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wigglesworth 

Gamble 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Yates 

Green 

Morgan 

Hale 

Morrison 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was 
rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Blatnik  for,  with  Mr.  Taylor  against. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  for,  with  Mr.  Coudert 
against. 

Mr.  Klein  for,  with  Mr.  Dondero  against, 

Mr.  Dollinger  for,  with  Mr.  Carrigg  against. 

Mr.  Green  for,  with  Mr.  Morrison  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Lantaff  against. 

Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Dies  against. 

Mr.  Heller  for,  with  Mr.  Cooley  against. 

Mr.  Holtzman  for,  with  Mr.  Chatham 
against. 

Mr.  Fogarty  for,  with  Mr.  Javits  against. 

Mr.  Morgan  for,  with  Mr.  Judd  against. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  for,  with  Mr.  Hyde 
against. 

Mr.'  Fine  for,  with  Mr.  Priest  against. 

Mr.  Yates  for,  with  Mr.  Philbin  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Busbey  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Loui¬ 
siana. 

Mr.  Bush  with  Mr.  Teague. 

Mr.  McVey  with  Mr.  Polk. 

Mr.  Dolliver  with  Mr.  Secrest. 

Mr.  Miller  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Mack  of 
Illinois. 

Mr.  Keating  with  Mr.  Lucas. 

Mr.  McConnell  with  Mr.  Regan. 

Mr.  REAMS  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea”  to  "nay.” 

Mr.  COLMER  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  ADDONIZIO  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  MULTER  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  GEORGE  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


DIRECTOR  OF  DISTRICT  CIVIL 
DEFENSE 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
take  from  the  Speaker’s  desk  the  bill 
H.  R.  3425,  an  act  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  Com¬ 
missioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
to  appoint  a  member  of  the  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Police  Department  or  a  member  of 
the  Fire  Department  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  as  Director  of  the  District  Of¬ 
fice  of  Civil  Defense,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  with  a  Senate  amendment 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment 
as  follows: 

Page  8,  line  10,  strike  out  "Numbered”  and 
insert  "Number.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  con¬ 
curred  in,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider 
was  laid  on  the  table. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  COMMITTEE  ON 
PUBLIC  LANDS 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Lands  may  meet  tomorrow  dur¬ 
ing  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


WEARING  OF  UNIFORM  OF  ARMED 
FORCES  BY  PERSONS  HONOR¬ 
ABLY  DISCHARGED 

Mr.  JOHNSON  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (S.  1550)  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  prescribe  the  occasions  upon 
which  the  uniform  of  the  Armed  Forces 
may  be  worn  by  persons  honorably  dis¬ 
charged  therefrom: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  665) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1550)  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  prescribe  the  occasions  upon  which 
the  uniform  of  any  of  the  Armed  Forces  may 
be  worn  by  persons  honorably  discharged 
therefrom,”  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and 
do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  1  and  2  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Dewey  Short, 

Leroy  Johnson, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Leverett  Saltonstall, 

Styles  Bridges, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  1550)  to  authorize  the 
President  to  prescribe  the  occasions  upon 
which  the  uniform  of  any# of  the  Armed 
Forces  may  be  worn  by  persons  honorably 
discharged  therefrom,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report. 

legislation  in  conference 

On  May  19,  1953,  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  passed  S.  1550,  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  prescribe  the  occasions  upon  which 
the  uniform  of  any  of  the  Armed  Forces  may 
be  worn  by  persons  honorably  discharged 
therefrom.  The  House  amended  the  bill  in 
two  identical  instances.  The  amendments, 
numbered  1  and  2,  require  the  President, 
before  issuing  regulations  governing  the 
wearing  of  the  uniform,  to  consult  with  the 
Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Congress. 

On  June  4,  1953,  the  Senate  disagreed  to 
the  amendments  of  the  House  and  asked  for 
a  conference. 

The  House  receded  from  its  amendments 
numbered  1  and  2  and  agreed  with  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  that  the 
amendments  were  unduly  restrictive  and 
unnecessary.  Since  authority  to  prescribe 
regulations  is  given  to  the  President  in  the 
bill,  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  In  conference  that  the  President 
should  not  be  required  to  consult  with  the 
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Armed  Services  Committees  before  issuing 
such  regulations. 

The  House  recedes. 

Dewet  Shoet. 

Leroy  Johnson, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


ESTABLISHMENT  OP  AN  INVEN¬ 
TIVE  CONTRIBUTIONS  AWARDS 

BOARD 

Mr.  REED  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  be  discharged 
from  the  further  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.  R.  5889)  to  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  an  Inventive  Contributions 
Awards  Board  within  the  Department 
of  Defense,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
that  the  bill  be  rereferred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  273  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  the  adoption  of  this  reso¬ 
lution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the 
House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451) 
to  amend  the  wheat-marketing-quota  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to 
exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
under  the  5 -minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment.  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Under  the  rule,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  grant  30  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack],  I  know  of  no  objection  to 
the  adoption  of  this  rule,  and  have  no 
requests  for  time  on  this  side. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  requests  for  time  on  this  side, 
and  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  that  the  House  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to 
amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 


Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  5451,  with 
Mr.  Miller  of  Nebraska  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  August 
H.  Andresen]  is  entitled  to  30  minutes, 
and  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley!  is  entitled  to  30  minutes. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  our  committee  [Mr.  Hope]  was 
called  away.  He  will  be  back  shortly. 

This  bill  simply  sets  into  operation  cer¬ 
tain  acreage  allotment  figures  in  con¬ 
nection  with  anticipated  control  over 
wheat  production  for  the  1954  crop.  It 
is  not  estimated  that  the  supply  of  wheat 
on  hand  after  this  harvest  of  the  1953 
crop  will  be  approximately  1,700,000,000 
bushels.  This  is  far  in  excess  of  any 
amount  of  wheat  that  can  be  used  in  this 
country  or  exported  during  the  next  12 
months. 

Under  the  Marketing  Allotment  Act 
which  was  passed  in  1938,  when  certain 
supplies  in  wheat  are  reached  in  this 
country,  automatic  marketing  control 
and  acreage  allotments  go  into  opera¬ 
tion.  The  amount  anticipated  to  be  on 
hand  July  1  will  be  far  in  excess  of  the 
supplies  that  should  be  on  hand  to  avoid 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  con¬ 
trol.  Under  the  law  the  supply  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  planted  and  allocated  would 
be  around  55  million  acres  of  wheat. 
The  present  wheat  acreage  for  this  year 
is  around  77  million.  This  bill,  which  is 
introduced  by  the  chairman  and  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  fixes 
the  acreage  that  is  to  be  allocated  at  66 
million  for  the  1954  crop. 

Unless  this  bill  is  passed  the  acreage 
allotment  under  existing  law  will  be  55 
million,  a  drop  of  22  million  acres  or 
more  from  the  77  million  acres  of  wheat 
planted  this  year.  It  is  felt  this  is  too 
great  a  drop  to  secure  cooperation  un¬ 
der  any  allocation  of  wheat  program. 

The  bill  further  provides  for  a  mini¬ 
mum  acreage  that  a  farmer  can  plant 
without  having  penalties  imposed  upon 
him.  The  present  law  provides  that  a 
farmer  may  plant  15  acres  or  raise  200 
bushels  of  wheat  without  having  a  penal¬ 
ty  imposed  upon  him.  The  bill  before 
us  provides  for  25  acres  or  400  bushels 
of  production  without  having  penalty 
imposed  upon  him.  I  favor  that  par¬ 
ticular  provision  because  it  takes  care 
of  the  small  farmers  who  of  necessity 
are  forced  to  change  their  farming  plans. 
They  want  to  raise  wheat,  and  they  can 
raise  25  acres  of  wheat  or  400  bushels 
without  having  any  penalty  imposed 
upon  them. 

About  15  years  ago  I  opposed  crop 
control  if  marketing  quotas  are  approved 
by  the  producers.  I  am  still  against 
crop  control,  but  due  to  the  program 
that  has  been  in  operation  since  1938 
necessity  forces  me  to  recognize  that  we 


have  arrived  at  a  situation  where  we 
must  have  some  control  as  long  as  we 
have  a  price  support  program  for  wheat 
and  other  commodities. 

It  is  estimated  that  we  will  have  a 
good  wheat  crop  this  year  in  spite  of 
the  drought  that  exists  in  some  sections 
of  the  country.  We  do  not  have — the 
foreign  market  to  which  to  ship  our  sur¬ 
pluses,  although  here  a  few  days  ago  we 
gave  37  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  Pak¬ 
istan.  That  is  just  a  drop  in  the  bucket 
when  you  figure  that  our  carryover  will 
be  close  to  600  million  on  July  1,  which 
is  but  a  few  days  away,  and  that  the 
farmers  in  certain  areas  of  the  country 
are  getting  ready  to  put  in  their  winter 
wheat  crop.  Action  must  be  had  at  this 
time  if  the  new  crop  is  to  have  an  acre¬ 
age  base  of  66  million  acres  instead 
of  55  million  acres.  I  favor  the  66  mil¬ 
lion  figure.  It  is  advisable  to  have  that 
reduction  in  acres,  which  is  about  11 
million  acres  from  this  year’s  figure, 
otherwise  we  will  pile  up  so  much  wheat 
in  this  country  under  the  support  pro¬ 
gram  that  there  will  be  a  huge  surplus. 
Therefore,  I  urge  the  passage  of  this  bill 
so  that  it  can  be  put  into  operation  for 
the  1954  wheat  crop. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  this 
bill  actually  reduces  the  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  approximately  15  percent,  so 
that  this  bill  is  a  reduction  in  wheat 
acreage  rather  than  an  increase? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  It  is 
approximately  that  figure  in  acreage 
compared  with  what  was  planted  to  this 
year’s  crop.  It  reduces  it  around  11 
million  acres. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Is  it  not  also  a  fact  that 
for  the  past  few  years  the  average  an¬ 
nual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  was 
roughly  in  the  neighborhood  of  78  million 
acres  and  this  brings  that  down  to  66 
million  acres? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  KERSTEN  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KERSTEN  of  Wisconsin.  What 
will  be  the  total  wheat  acreage  under  the 
allotment  of  66  million  acres? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Of 
course,  for  the  acreage  that  gees  into  a 
wheat  crop  we  must  have  moisture  and 
rain.  If  the  drought  of  the  Southwest 
extends  up  farther  north  it  may  be  a 
blessing  that  we  have  a  big  surplus  on 
hand  to  take  care  of  the  needs  of  the 
American  people.  Assuming  that  we 
have  good  crop-growing  conditions  it 
would  bring  the  production  down  to  ap¬ 
proximately  900  million  bushels  for  1954. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  myself  this 
time  in  order  to  express  to  the  House 
the  view  of  the  minority  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  was  to  the  effect  that  this 
bill  is  basically  a  sound,  proper  piece  of 
legislation  and  one  deserving  of  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  membership  of  the  House. 
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Mr.  SUTTON1.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Was  this  bill  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Frankly,  I  cannot  say 
what  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  rec¬ 
ommended,  but  I  listened  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  witnesses  who  discussed  the 
bill  before  the  committee  and  tried  to 
make  up  my  mind  on  the  basis  of  what 
I  thought  was  sound  for  the  country 
without  regard  to  what  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  recommended.  The  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee  convinced 
me,  as  it  obviously  convinced  other 
members  of  the  committee,  that  we  do 
need  this  type  of  legislation. 

There  is  no  question  but  what  if  we 
make  the  kind  of  cut  that  probably 
would  be  made  in  wheat  acreage  if  we  do 
not  pass  this  bill,  we  would  bring  about 
a  complete  disaster  in  many  of  the 
wheat-growing  sections  of  the  country 
because  it  will  result  in  a  cut  of  more 
than  35  percent. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Ml’.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  As  I 
recollect  it,  the  Secretary  recommended 
62  million  acres  but  had  no  objection  to 
the  66  million  acres. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
is  correct. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  I  realize  the  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  vote  on  legislation  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  way  the  Secretary  of  any  par¬ 
ticular  agency  requests  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  be  brought  about.  It  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
which  is  the  agency  that  has  to  ad¬ 
minister  this  law. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  is  correct  in  saying  that 
the  Secretary  recommended  62  million 
acres,  but  said  that  he  had  no  objection 
if  we  made  it  66  million.  The  com¬ 
mittee  did  take  the  figure  66  million 
acres  as  the  minimum  acreage  for  wheat 
production  in  the  United  States. 

I  recognize  some  will  say,  “Well,  you 
ought  to  bring  the  minimum  acreage 
down  low  enough  to  bring  your  prospec¬ 
tive  px-oduction  in  line  with  your  pro¬ 
spective  consumption  and  not  to  build 
up  any  surplus.”  I  think  that  is  a  good, 
sound  basis,  but  when  you  go  too  far 
you  have  not  only  the  question  of  what 
Will  happen  to  the  farmers  who  are  left 
without  enough  land  to  make  a  living, 
but  you  also  have  the  problem  of  what 
are  you  going  to  do  with  the  unused  acre¬ 
age.  When  you  abandon  or  transfer  out 
of  wheat  some  20  million  acres,  as  we 
probably  would  without  this  legislation, 
the  question  immediately  arises,  Where 
does  that  20  million  acres  go?  In  what 
crops  can  you  put  that  20  million?  It 
is  perfectly  obvious  if  you  are  going  to 
create  that  large  a  volume  of  unused 
acres,  in  attempting  to  solve  one  prob¬ 
lem  you  will  but  create  a  new  problem 


that  is  even  more  difficult.  So  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  bill  is  helpful  in  that 
respect  or,  at  least,  highly  desirable. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  For  the  purpose  of 
clarification,  this  only  applies  to  the 
coming  year,  due  to  the  fact  that  we 
did  have  a  large  acreage  last  year,  and 
we  are  trying  to  soften  the  jolt  for  an¬ 
other  year  and  take  another  look. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right.  Last 
year  we  grew  a  lot  of  wheat  because  we 
thought  we  would  need  it;  we  had  a 
big  acreage  because  our  national  econ¬ 
omy  required  it  and  we  were  planting 
it  in  the  interest  of  the  public.  Now, 
it  is  sound  to  bring  this  acreage  down, 
step  by  step.  This  bill  will  mean  that 
next  year  the  wheat  acreage  will  not  get 
quite  as  big  a  cut  as  it  would  otherwise. 
Next  year  it  will  allow  a  greater  cut. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Is  it 
not  correct  that  whatever  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  go  into 
operation,  the  farmers  themselves,  who 
are  eligible  to  vote,  will  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  vote? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right.  Two- 
thirds  of  the  farmers  will  have  to  vote 
in  the  affirmative  before  we  will  have 
any  marketing  quotas.  I  trust  that 
quotas  will  get  the  two-thirds  vote ;  that 
is  a  reasonable  assumption.  But  quotas 
will  not  go  into  effect  without  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  the  farmers  who  are 
eligible. 

This  bill  does  another  thing.  It  elimi¬ 
nates  from  control  a  large  group  of  small 
producers.  At  the  present  time  any  pro¬ 
ducer  who  grows  less  than  15  acres  or 
less  than  200  bushels  of  wheat  is  elimi¬ 
nated  from  controls,  and  this  bill  would 
raise  that  exemption  to  25  acres  or  400 
bushels  of  wheat.  That  means  that  the 
small  producers  of  wheat,  largely  those 
in  the  eastern  section  who  grow  wheat 
somewhat  as  a  side  line,  would  not  be 
subject  to  marketing  quotas  and,  of 
course,  would  not  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  one  way  or  the  other.  They  will, 
of  course,  get  the  benefit  of  the  program 
without  making  any  sacrifice  because, 
obviously,  you  cannot  support  the  price 
of  this  grower’s  wheat  and  not  raise  the 
price  of  this  man’s  wheat  on  the  market: 
The  market  is  fixed  by  the  price  at  which 
you  are  supporting  the  great  bulk  of  the 
crop.  Therefore,  the  man  whose  price 
is  not  supported  actually  gains  through 
the  support  of  the  market.  At  the  same 
time  no  burden  is  placed  on  that  small 
producer.  We  felt  since  there  were  so 
many  of  these  small  producers,  and  they 
grow  such  a  small  proportion  of  the 
wheat,  that  we  could  afford  to  do  this. 

In  the  case  of  cotton,  where  we  have 
had  some  similar  requests,  we  find  a 
different  situation  because  there  we  have 
a  large  part  of  the  cotton  crop  grown 
by  small  producers.  In  the  case  of 
wheat  only  about  20  percent  of  the  total 
wheat  production  is  grown  by  these  small 
producers. 
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Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Is  it  not  true  that  those 
small  farmers  who  raise  not  to  exceed  25 
acres  can  also  participate  in  the  sup¬ 
port  program  provided  they  do  not  plant 
beyond  their  allotment? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct.  But, 
those  small  producers  have  no  burdens 
placed  on  them  by  this  bill.  This  bill 
dees  not  interfere  with  them  in  the  least, 
and  I  can  see  no  reason  for  any  of  that 
group  being  in  opposition  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  They  get  the  benefit  of 
the  support  program. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  what  I  tried  to 
make  clear.  They  do  get  the  benefit  of 
the  support  program  through  the  in¬ 
creased  price  in  the  market.  I  think  this 
bill  should  be  passed.  It  was  the  opinion 
of  the  minority  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  the  bill  should  be  passed.  I  trust 
there  will  not  be  any  serious  objection  to 
the  bill. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Coon], 

Mr.  COON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  law 
is  needed  by  wheat  farmers.  Its  purpose 
is  to  make  it  a  little  easier  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  the  farmers 
to  work  under  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1933.  It  is  intended  to  pre¬ 
vent  a  sudden  and  drastic  readjustment 
of  production,  which  would  be  required 
under  the  provisions  of  the  present  law. 

A  good  many  Congressmen,  and  good 
many  farm  organizations,  and  a  good 
many  of  the  farmers  and  voters  of  the 
country  would  like  to  see  a  law  go  onto 
the  books  that  would  in  many  ways  be 
different  from  the  act  of  1938.  But  this 
is  the  law  that  is  on  the  books  now,  and 
this  is  the  law  we  will  have  to  work  with 
until  we  have  time  to  figure  out  a  better 
one. 

House  bill  5451  sets  up  reserves  in  both 
the  National  and  State  allotments  to 
allow  for  adjustments  in  wheat  produc¬ 
tion.  It  raises  the  number  of  acres  and 
bushels  per  farm  that  can  be  exempted 
from  the  program  so  that  farmers  who 
do  not  need  supports  and  controls  do  not 
have  to  worry  about  them.  It  sets  up  a 
workable  penalty  that  will  give  teeth  to 
the  controls;  and  it  avoids  a  cut  in  pro¬ 
duction  that  would  be  too  drastic  the 
first  year. 

I  believe  this  bill  is  needed  and  should 
be  passed. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bell,  administrator  of  the 
Oregon  Wheat  Commission,  testified  at 
the  hearings  for  this  bill  that  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  for  farmers  to  have  full  and  com¬ 
plete  information  on  a  control  program 
before  they  vote  on  marketing  quotas. 
This  vote  must  be  held,  under  provisions 
of  section  336  of  the  act  of  1938,  before 
July  25,  1953.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  must  prepare  information  and 
instructions  and  get  it  into  the  hands  of 
all  wheat  growers  in  ample  time  for  them 
to  study  it  and  decide  how  they  want  to 
vote  in  the  referendum.  Farmers  will 
need  to  know  whether  or  not  they  are 
eligible  to  vote,  how  much  of  an  adjust¬ 
ment  will  be  required  of  them,  and  what 
the  effect  will  be  upon  their  1954  price-. 
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support  program.  It  is  necessary  for  the 
Department  to  know  what  action  Con¬ 
gress  is  going  to  take  on  the  proposed 
amendments  before  farmers  can  be 
furnished  with  the  specific  information 
they  must  have  in  order  to  vote  intelli¬ 
gently. 

For  these  reasons,  immediate  action 
on  this  bill  is  imperative. 

The  provision  that  25  instead  of  15 
acres,  and  400  instead  of  200  bushels  per 
farm  can  be  exempt  from  the  program, 
means  that  a  little  over  64  percent  of  the 
growers  of  wheat  will  be  free  from  re¬ 
strictions  if  they  do  not  want  to  have 
them.  According  to  the  statement  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  made  at 
the  hearings,  a  great  majority  of  these 
small  operators  use  wheat  in  crop  rota¬ 
tion  systems,  and  do  not  raise  it  as  a 
cash  crop.  The  Department  states  that 
it  feels  that  exempting  these  small  pro¬ 
ducers  would  have  no  significant  effect 
on  the  total  quantity  of  wheat  produced 
for  market,  but  it  would  result  in  ad¬ 
ministrative  economies  and  give  greater 
freedom  of  choice  to  the  small  operator. 

If  that  is  what  the  Department  be¬ 
lieves,  then  I  am  in  favor  of  taking  the 
Department’s  recommendation.  After 
all  it  is  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
that  is  going  to  have  to  run  this  program. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  also 
takes  the  position  that  sudden  and  vio¬ 
lent  changes  in  a  farmer’s  acreage  of 
wheat  should  be  avoided,  because  they 
disrupt  operations  and  cause  noncom¬ 
pliance  with  the  allotments.  If  the 
present  law  is  enforced  without  amend¬ 
ment,  farmers  would  be  required  to  re¬ 
duce  production  by  30  percent  in  1 
year.  In  any  man’s  business  it  is  usual¬ 
ly  wise  to  make  changes  gradually.  I 
believe  that  30  percent  is  too  much  to 
cut  the  producers  of  wheat  in  one  year. 

It  is  too  soon  now  to  try  to  pass  a 
new  stabilization  law  for  wheat.  Now 
is  the  time  to  make  the  old  law  work 
better.  But  it  is  not  too  soon  to  begin 
thinking  about  a  better  law.  We  need 
a  program  that  will  encourage  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  self-help  for  the  farmers,  and 
give  a  maximum  of  freedom  to  the 
market.  We  must  study  every  proposal, 
not  only  from  the  viewpoint  of  the 
farmers  but  from  the  viewpoint  of  all 
the  people. 

The  Oregon  Wheat  League  was  one 
of  the  first,  and  is  one  of  the  best  organ¬ 
izations  in  the  country  working  for 
wheat  farmers.  For  some  time  the 
League  has  been  urging  the  adoption  of 
a  two-price  program  for  wheat.  I  would 
like  to  endorse  the  principle  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Under  a  two-price  system,  as  I 
understand  it,  wheat  for  domestic 
human  consumption  would  be  assured 
of  a  parity  price,  but  wheat  for  animal 
feed  or  foreign  commerce  would  be  left 
free  to  find  its  own  price  on  a  world 
market,  and  production  would  therefore 
follow  the  world  price,  without  restric¬ 
tion  by  the  Government  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  Frank  K.  Woolley,  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation,  made  a  very 
important  point  at  the  committee  hear¬ 
ings  the  other  day  when  he  said: 

We  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
marketing  is  our  real  problem  and  anything 
else  we  do  may  he  merely  treating  the 
symptoms  and  not  the  real  disease.  We  can 


build  up  the  carryover  in  the  hands  of  the 
Government,  but  sooner  or  later  we  must 
come  down  to  the  basic  proposition  of  mar¬ 
keting  wheat. 

I  believe  this  idea  also  is  basic  in  setting 
up  a  future  wheat  program.  In  particular 
I  feel  we  must  work  to  develop  foreign  out¬ 
lets  for  wheat. 

To  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  would  be  appropriate  to  quote  the 
words  of  Mr.  J.  T.  Sanders,  the  legislative 
counsel  of  the  National  Grange,  who  said 
at  the  hearings  on  this  bill: 

We  would  prefer  not  to  find  it  necessary 
to  have  to  support  improvements  to  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  restriction,  but  since  we  find  it 
necessary  to  live  with  such  a  law  for  the 
time  being,  we  are  certainly  in  favor  of 
introducing  the  desired  flexibility  and  ad¬ 
justments  which  are  carried  in  the  currently 
considered  law. 

I  urge  that  the  Congress  pass  this  law 
now,  while  giving  thought  to  a  program 
for  the  future  that  will  give  increased 
responsibility  and  freedom  to  the  farmer, 
and  also  develop  foreign  markets  as  a 
means  of  selling  our  surplus  wheat. 

(Mr.  COON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Hays!. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  opposed  to  this  bill  because,  in  the 
first  place,  it  is  a  stopgap  measure  which 
does  not  recognize  any  of  the  basic 
problems  that  face  us  in  dealing  with 
the  agricultural  situation.  In  the  sec¬ 
ond  place,  it  is  a  method  to  give  the  big 
wheat  farmers  of  this  country  a  chance 
to  plant  11  million  more  acres  of  wheat 
and  get  $2.18[4  a  bushel  for  that  wheat, 
if  he  puts  it  in  storage  at  the  expense 
of  the  taxpayers. 

I  heard  a  lot  of  arguments  around 
here  a  couple  of  days  ago  on  the  Paki¬ 
stan  wheat  bill  about  how  wheat  was 
running  out  of  our  ears.  You  have  a 
program  that  is  supposed  to  control  such 
things.  When  you  get  an  unmanageable 
surplus,  we  are  supposed  to  have  acre¬ 
age  allotments.  If  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  are  going  into  effect,  some  of  the 
Wheat  Belt  want  some  relief — naturally, 
that  is  what  they  call  it.  I  have  seen 
articles  in  the  magazines  about  the 
wheat  farmers.  They  are  not  satisfied 
with  two  Cadillacs.  They  want  to  get 
three.  I  saw  a  picture  of  one  fellow  who 
was  using  a  Cadillac  for  a  truck  to  haul 
seed  out  to  the  field.  Why  wouldn’t  he, 
if  he  can  get  $2.18  V2  a  bushel  for  all  that 
he  can  raise.  I  want  to  show  you  why 
else  it  is  bad.  The  farmers  who  produce 
meat  and  milk  have  to  pay  high  prices 
for  the  feed  which  is  made  from  wheat 
and  corn  and  other  grains  that  the 
farmer  does  not  grow  enough  of.  So 
you  have  the  Government  out  there  arti¬ 
ficially  keeping  the  price  high  and  put¬ 
ting  the  grain  in  storage  or  giving  it 
away  to  Pakistan  or  letting  the  weevils 
have  it  or  what  have  you  so  that  you 
have  the  price  of  milk  and  butter  so  high 
that  the  dairyman  has  to  get  a  subsidy 
in  the  form  of  price  support  on  butter. 
We  have  butter  in  storage  spoiling.  The 
whole  thing  is  simply  a  vicious  circle. 
If  we  are  ever  going  to  face  up  to  it,  now 
is  the  time  to  do  it.  Oh,  yes,  they  say. 


let  us  put  it  off  until  we  have  time  to 
study  it.  Well,  this  has  become  the 
studyingest  administration  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  United  States.  They  have 
not  faced  the  problem  yet — they  just 
study  it  and  put  it  over  until  next  year. 
Next  year  they  are  going  to  study  it  some 
more  and  then  put  it  off  until  the  year 
after  that.  They  say  the  Democrats 
made  a  lot  of  mistakes,  and  I  heard  a 
great  deal  in  the  campaign  about  this 
farm  program  being  a  terrific  mistake. 
So  the  Republicans  are  going  to  adopt 
the  mistake  and  nourish  it  and  let  it 
grow  bigger.  I  happen  to  be  a  farmer. 
I  happen  to  know  a  little  of  some  of  these 
problems,  but  how  do  some  of  these  re¬ 
sponsible  farm  organizations  feel?  I  do 
not  hold  this  as  any  reason  why  the 
House  should  vote  one  way  or  the  other. 
I  do  not  always  vote  the  Farm  Bureau’s 
advice,  but  they  are  a  responsible  farm 
organization — one  of  the  largest.  I 
have  a  telegram  here  where  they  say 
that  this  seriously  violates  the  funda¬ 
mental  principle  of  the  farmers’  respon¬ 
sibility  for  keeping  supplies  in  line  with 
demand.  They  further  say  that  the 
passage  of  this  bill  in  its  present  form 
has  grave  implications  not  readily  ap¬ 
parent. 

But  they  are  apparent  to  me  and  I 
have  tried  to  outline  a  few  of  them. 
The  implications  are  that  we  are  going 
to  put  a  crutch  under  these  wheat 
farmers  this  year,  next  year,  and  from 
now  on.  We  are  never  going  to  get  sup¬ 
plies  back  in  line  with  demand.  If  they 
do  not  have  a  famine  in  Pakistan,  then 

1  do  not  know  what  we  are  going  to  do' 
with  the  wheat,  because  even  with  a 
famine  we  cannot  store  all  the  surplus. 

The  Farm  Bureau  says  it  is  against 
this.  They  are  against  the  increase  in 
exemption;  they  are  against  raising 
the  minimum  national  allotment  from 
55  million  to  66  million  acres.  In  fact, 
they  say,  in  view  of  the  wheat  supply  sit¬ 
uation,  they  believe  that  a  national  allot¬ 
ment  above  60  million  acres  is  econom¬ 
ically  unsound.  And  it  certainly  is. 

Right  now  you  have  the  Committee 
on  Rules  meeting  upstairs — this  very 
minute — figuring  out  ways  and  means 
to  bypass  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  to  bring  in  here  a  tax  that 
every  Member,  practically,  on  the'  Re¬ 
publican  side  has  called  iniquitous. 
And  why  do  we  have  to  have  that  tax? 
Well,  as  I  figure  it,  roughly  it  is  going 
to  take  all  the  money  that  that  tax  will 
bring  in  for  the  next  six  months  to  pay 
for  the  extra  wheat  that  this  bill  will 
cause  to  be  grown. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  the  gentleman 

2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  what  his  solution  is,  if 
he  has  any  to  offer  to  the  present  wheat 
surplus  problem.  Before  the  gentleman 
answers,  I  would  like  to  point  out  the 
fact  that  the  committee  has  taken  this 
matter  under  very  careful  considera¬ 
tion,  and  we  believe  that  without  legis¬ 
lation  of  this  type  we  probably  will  not 
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have  any  control  over  the  production 
of  wheat  in  the  next  year.  And  if  we 
have  no  control,  everybody  will  come  to 
grief  and  the  price  of  what  will  be  de¬ 
moralized;  we  will  have  even  more 
wheat  than  we  have  now.  Then  just 
what  will  be  our  situation? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  will  answer  the 
gentleman’s  question  by  saying,  in  the 
first  place,  yes,  I  have  a  solution;  and, 
secondly,  by  asking  him  a  question:  Does 
he  have  a  solution  for  it? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  This  is  the  solution  we 
have  to  offer. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  And  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  agree  that  this  is  certainly  a 
stop-gap  solution  and  an  expensive  one, 
will  he  not? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  no;  I  do  not  agree 
with  that. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  It  will  not  cost 
much? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  it  is  a  solution. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  a  stop-gap  solution. 
I  think  without  the  limitations  provided 
in  this  bill  we  probably  will  not  have 
any  control  over  wheat  production  in  the 
i  next  year. 

I  Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman 
believes  that,  and  the  gentleman  has  a 
right  to  believe  that,  and  he  may  be 
right;  but  it  is  quite  a  serious  penalty 
to  pay,  if  they  do  not  decide  voluntarily 
to  have  some  control  over  it,  because  the 
,  support  price  goes  away  down  if  there 
is  no  acreage  allotment — is  that  right? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right.  But 
still  that  does  not  do  away  with  the 
surplus. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  No,  that  does  not 
do  away  with  the  surplus.  But  the  point 
that  I  am  making  is  this:  You  have 
heard  a  lot  from  this  administration,  and 
I  might  say  from  some  Democrats,  that 
the  farmers  have  got  to  assume  some 
responsibility.  The  farmers  must  as¬ 
sume  some  responsibility  for  marketing 
their  surplus  and  controlling  their  sur¬ 
plus.  But  you  are  inviting  them  to 
abandon  that  responsibility  and  go  ahead 
and  produce. 

}  Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  somewhat  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  statements  that  have  just 
been  made  by  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays].  Coming  as  they 
do  from  a  man  who  usually  shows  good 
judgment  and  a  very  good  knowledge  of 
what  he  is  talking  about,  I  am  convinced 
that  he  has  not  thoroughly  studied  this 
legislation.  There  are  several  matters 
with  which  this  legislation  deals,  but 
there  are  two  principal  things  that  I 
want  to  mention — most  of  the  others  are 
matters  of  detail  with  reference  to  the 
making  of  allotments  and  that  sort  of 
thing — 

These  two  principal  points  are:  First, 
an  increase  for  1  year  of  the  minimum 
acreage  allotment  from  55  million  acres 
to  66  million;  and,  second,  an  increase 
in  the  acreage  which  may  be  produced 
on  a  wheat  farm  without  being  subject 
to  quotas. 

Under  the  present  law,  if  your  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  is  no  more  than  15  acres 
or  200  bushels  you  are  not  subject  to 
marketing  quotas,  although  you  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  acreage  allotments  if  you  desire 


to  secure  the  benefits  of  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program.  This  bill  increases  the 
size  of  that  acreage  from  15  acres  to  25, 
and  this  change  permits  about  250,000 
additional  wheat  farms  to  be  free  from 
the  application  of  marketing  quotas.  I 
think  that  is  a  very  good  thing  from 
every  standpoint.  Primarily  it  is  good 
because  the  farmer  who  produces  less 
than  25  acres  of  wheat  is  not  a  big  factor 
as  far  as  the  marketing  and  commercial 
production  of  wheat  is  concerned.  He 
generally  produces  wheat  as  part  of  his 
crop  rotation,  he  feeds  some  of  it  on  his 
farm.  He  can  hold  it  off  the  market  if 
he  does  not  like  the  price.  The  fact  is 
there  ai’e  about  1,200,000  out  of  the 
1,900,000  farmers  producing  wheat  who 
have  less  than  25  acres.  The  total 
amount  they  produce  is  only  about  20 
percent  of  all  the  wheat  produced;  in 
other  words,  if  this  bill  is  adopted,  al¬ 
most  two-thirds  of  the  wheat  producers 
in  this  country  will  not  be  subject  to 
marketing  quotas.  But  that  exemption 
will  apply  to  only  about  20  percent  of 
the  wheat  production. 

It  will  not  materially  interfere  with 
the  control  program,  and  at  the  same 
time  it  makes  the  control  program  much 
easier  to  apply  and  administer,  because 
about  two-thirds  of  the  wheat  farms  of 
the  country  will  not  be  subject  to  super¬ 
vision.  At  the  same  time  any  farmer 
who  wants  the  benefits  of  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program  will  have  to  stay  within 
the  acreage  allotment  that  is  given  the 
farm.  The  provision  will  be  particu¬ 
larly  beneficial  to  the  farmers  in  States 
like  Ohio,  and  other  States  east  of  the 
Mississippi  River,  because  it  will  exclude 
a  very  large  proportion  of  the  wheat 
growers  in  those  States  from  the  market¬ 
ing  quota  program. 

The  reason  for  selecting  a  minimum 
acreage  of  66  million  was  not  anything 
arbitrary;  the  figure  was  not  just 
plucked  out  of  the  air,  but  it  was  felt 
by  the  committee  after  careful  study  of 
the  situation  that  a  reduction  from  the 
present  acreage  of  over  77  million  acres 
down  to  about  66  million  was  about  as 
much  as  wheat  farmers  could  take  in  1 
year.  It  may  be  necessary  in  a  subse¬ 
quent  year  to  have  further  reductions, 
but  we  are  up  against  this  situation:  If 
we  make  wheat  farmers  reduce  more 
than  15  percent  it  is  going  to  mean  a 
radical  change  in  their  farming  opera¬ 
tions.  Speaking  directly  to  my  friend 
from  Ohio,  who  is  a  dairy  farmer,  and 
who  I  know  does  not  feel  that  there 
should  be  any  more  competition  in  the 
dairy  business,  I  would  like  to  say  that 
if  we  make  a  25  or  30  percent  reduction 
in  wheat  acreage  this  year  and  make  it 
apply  to  the  small  farms  as  well  as  the 
large  farms  it  is  bound  to  result  in  an 
increase  in  dairy  feed  and  in  dairy  pro¬ 
duction.  There  would  be  a  shift  of  more 
than  20  million  acres  into  other  crops 
if  we  do  not  pass  this  legislation.  I  am 
sure  we  do  not  want  to  see  a  shift  of 
more  than  20  million  acres  of  land  into 
crops  that  would  increase  the  dairy  pro¬ 
duction  of  this  country  and  thus  create 
an  even  greater  surplus  of  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  than  we  have  at  the  present  time. 
So  there  is  no  one  who  should  be  more 
anxious,  it  seems  to  me,  to  see  this  legis¬ 
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lation  adopted  than  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  who  is  a  dairy  farmer. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  it  is  not  a  fact  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  at  no  time  sug¬ 
gested  even  that  the  cutback  go  as  far 
as  would  be  absolutely  necessary,  if  we 
went  as  far  as  55  million  acres. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Did  we  not  follow  the 
suggestion  that  probably  a  3  or  4  million 
acre  cut  farther  than  that  recommended 
in  the  bill  might  be  in  order  but  in  view 
of  the  fact  it  would  require  too  sharp 
a  reduction,  they  did  not  have  any  figure 
at  which  the  committee  arrived? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct.  Thu 
statement  made  by  Mr.  Gordon,  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Production  and  Marketing 
Administration,  was  that  if  the  commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  an  acreage  allotment  of 
less  than  66  million  acres  would  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  a  policy  of  orderly  ad¬ 
justments  the  Department  would  inter¬ 
pose  no  objections  to  its  inclusion  in 
the  law  for  1  year. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman 
mentioned  the  fact  I  did  not  want  any 
more  competition.  I  will  pass  that  over 
by  saying  I  do  not  mind  competition. 
Will  the  gentleman  tell  me  how  you  are 
going  to  get  too  much  additional  compe¬ 
tition  in  the  dairy  industry  right  away? 
The  gentleman  knows  as  well  as  I  do 
you  just  cannot  go  out  and  create  cows. 
You  can  go  out  and  buy  somebody’s 
cow  somewhere,  but  if  you  buy  that 
from  a  fellow  then  he  is  out  of  produc¬ 
tion.  You  do  not  snap  your  finger  and 
create  a  cow.  It  takes  2  or  3  years  to 
develop  them. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  is  a  dairy¬ 
man,  he  is  a  good  dairyman,  and  he 
knows  that  the  matter  of  dairy  produc¬ 
tion  is  a  matter  of  feed. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Yes.  There  is 
another  question  I  want  to  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Let  me  finish  my  state¬ 
ment.  This  land  that  is  going  out  of 
wheat  production  will  go  into  something 
else.  The  easiest  thing  to  put  it  into, 
and  the  thing  it  will  go  into  in  most 
cases  will  be  either  grass,  the  legumes, 
or  feed  grains,  which  will  produce  more 
dairy  feed  and  result  in  more  dairy  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Maybe  lower 
prices,  too,  I  hope.  The  gentleman  has 
made  an  issue  here  of  the  small  farmer. 
Just  how  is  the  small  fellow  going  to  be 
penalized?  I  see  the  report  says  it  is 
going  to  throw  his  rotation  out  of  gear. 
They  use  the  figure  of  28  acres  of  wheat. 
How  many  who  are  producing  28  acres 
of  wheat  ever  avail  themselves  of  price 
supports  anyway? 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  tells  me  a  very  considerable  num¬ 
ber  of  them  do,  and  that  a  very  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  them,  even  when 
the  marketing-quota  provision  was  down 
to  15  acres,  still  availed  themselves  of 
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the  price-support  program.  I  am  giving 
,that  as  a  statement  made  before  the 
committee  by  Mr.  Gordon,  Administrator 
of  the  PMA. 

1  Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Out  in  my  area 
they  do  not  as  a  general  rule,  because, 
as  the  report  says,  the  wheat  is  con- 
j  sumed  on  the  farm,  so  there  is  no  use  of 
going  through  all  of  that  redtape.  Is 
I  this  not  a  prelude  to  what  will  come  in 
!  sometime  for  peanuts,  tobacco,  and  rice? 
:Are  we  going  to  make  any  attempt  to 
solve  this  problem,  or  are  we  going  to 
extend  and  extend  and  extend? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes  in  order  to 
answer  the  gentleman’s  question,  which 
is  certainly  a  proper  one  and  one  that 
I  will  be  glad  to  answer.  The  best  an¬ 
swer  to  it  is  that  we  have  had  these  pro¬ 
grams  in  effect  now  since  1938,  15  years. 
We  have  not  had  this  kind  of  legislation 
coming  in  and  the  only  occasion  for  it 
this  year  is  the  fact  that  we  have  an  un¬ 
usual  situation  in  that  farmers  producing 
wheat  have  been  requested  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  for  the  last  3  or 
4  years  to  reach  certain  rather  high 
goals.  I  am  not  criticizing  anybody,  be¬ 
cause  farmers  were  urged  to  plant  up  to 
certain  goals.  We  had  a  war  on.  We 
had  certain  obligations  that  we  were  at¬ 
tempting  to  carry  out  under  the  Inter¬ 
national  Wheat  Agreement,  and  we  have 
been  using  wheat  to  a  certain  extent,  as 
part  of  our  foreign  policy  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  It  was  felt  by  the  Department  of 
j  Agriculture  that  we  should  keep  our 
acreage  and  our  production  up  to  a  point 
jwhere  we  would  not  be  caught  with  a 
carryover  which  was  too  small  for  these 
purposes.  It  happened  that  last  year  we 
produced  the  second  largest  wheat  crop 
we  have  had  in  our  history,  and  this  year 
we  will  produce  a  larger  than  average 
wheat  crop.  The  Korean  war  and  infla¬ 
tion  have  ceased  to  be  a  factor  insofar 
as  farm  exports  are  concerned,  and  the 
result  is  that  partly  because  of  the  efforts 
of  farmers  to  reach  the  goals  requested 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agricuture,  we  find 
ourselves  with  a  supply  of  wheat  at  this 
time  which,  if  we  apply  the  formula  in 
the  law,  would  result  in  a  cut  in  wheat 
acreage  so  severe  as  to  seriously  effect 
our  entire  agricultural  production.  It  is 
not  the  wheat  farmer  alone  who  would 
suffer  from  this;  it  is  going  to  be  the 
dairy  farmer  and  the  producers  of  all 
other  agricultural  commodities,  because 
if  you  have  a  25-million  or  30-million 
acre  reduction  in  wheat  that  acreage  will 
go  into  something  else.  It  was  felt  by  our 
committee  that  under  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  and  taking  into  consideration  the 
entire  picture  of  agriculture  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  that  the  soundest  thing  and  the 
safest  thing  that  we  could  do  would  be 
to  limit  this  reduction  this  year  to  ap¬ 
proximately  15  percent,  by  providing  for 
a  minimum  acreage  allotment  of  66 
million  acres. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  have  any  plan  in  mind?  If  this 


surplus  keeps  on,  what  are  we  going  to 
do  with  it?  We  have  been  bailed  out  by 
two  wars  now  and  we  hope  we  will  not 
be  bailed  out  by  another  one,  and  if  we 
are  not,  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  We  cannot  go  on  pro¬ 
ducing  at  this  rate. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  has  asked 
a  good  question  tand  I  have  not  time 
to  develop  it  right  now,  except  to  say  I 
am  in  favor  personally,  and  I  think  there 
is  a  growing  sentiment  in  this  country, 
for  a  two-price  system  as  far  as  wheat 
is  concerned:  A  price-support  program 
based  on  parity  for  that  part  we  consume 
domestically  as  human  food  and  then 
letting  the  remainder  go  into  the  export 
market  at  the  world  price. 

Mr.  HAY'S  of  Ohio.  Now  I  think  the 
gentleman  is  getting  somewhere.  We 
ought  to  be  doing  that  right  now. 

Mr.  HOPE.  We  cannot  do  it  all  in  one 
jump. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  realize  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Miller], 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  can  speak  somewhat  from  expe¬ 
rience.  I  am  sorry  I  have  only  5  min¬ 
utes’  time,  because  I  have  had  more  than 
5  minutes’  experience  on  this  issue. 

My  memory  goes  back  to  the  time  when 
there  was  no  farm  program,  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  seems  to  be  very  anxious 
that  we  do  away  with  this  problem  alto¬ 
gether  ;  that  it  is  the  easiest  thing  in  the 
world  just  to  abandon  it  and  go  back  to 
the  condition  that  existed  before  there 
was  any  farm  program.  It  has  not  been 
too  long  ago,  in  the  early  campaigns,  that 
I  heard  that  very  thing  advocated. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  do  not  want  the 
gentleman  to  put  words  in  my  mouth.  I 
did  not  advocate  the  abandonment  of 
the  farm  program. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas.  Pardon  me  if 
I  misquoted  the  gentleman.  I  under¬ 
stood,  at  least  from  what  he  said,  that 
he  wanted  this  problem  solved,  and  I  was 
going  to  say  that  is  the  way  to  solve  it, 
and  that  is  the  only  way  to  solve  it,  just 
to  abandon  the  program. 

I  can  remember  when  I  hauled  wheat 
off  to  the  market  at  28  cents  a  bushel, 
and  I  have  seen  the  best  corn  that  was 
ever  grown  sell  for  8  cents  a  bushel  at 
public  sale. 

I  converted  a  lot  of  wheat  and  corn 
into  hogs.  I  saw  hogs  get  so  cheap  they 
got  down  to  $1.75  a  hundred,  and  you 
could  make  about  100  percent  profit  feed¬ 
ing  your  corn  into  hogs,  but  you  had  to 
have  a  thousand  hogs  to  make  any 
money,  and  I  never  could  raise  a  thou¬ 
sand  hogs.  So  we  got  into  a  vicious 
circle.  The  cheaper  the  wheat  the  more 
hogs  you  had  to  raise,  and  the  more 
hogs  you  raised  the  cheaper  the  hogs,  and 
there  you  were. 

You  remember  the  International  Har¬ 
vester  Co.,  and  Alexander  Legee,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  board  of  the  International 
Harvester  Co.  Some  of  you  men  are  old 
enough  to  remember  when  he  was  going 


to  tell  us  farmers  how  to  solve  this  prob¬ 
lem.  He  was  employed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  was  in  a  Republican  adminis¬ 
tration,  I  believe.  He  went  down  South 
and  told  the  cotton  farmers  to  plow  up 
a  percentage  of  their  cotton.  He  told  us 
corn  farmers  to  plow  up  a  part  of  our 
corn,  and  he  said  the  same  to  us  wheat 
farmers.  He  told  us  to  raise  fewer  hogs 
and  cattle.  But  we  had  no  program.  We 
did  not  have  any  board  of  directors  of  6 
or  8  or  10  men  to  go  out  and  say,  “Do 
this,”  and  it  would  be  done.  When  you 
are  going  to  regulate  the  actions  of  10  or 
15  million  farmers  it  has  to  be  done 
through  the  agency  of  the  Government, 
and  that  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do 
here  today. 

I  am  very  happy  to  find  out  that  the 
people  on  the  left,  as  good  friends  of 
mine,  I  believe,  as  the  people  on  the 
right,  have  come  to  realize  that  now, 
since  the  shoe  is  on  the  other  foot,  this 
farm  program  is  not  to  be  thrown  over¬ 
board — it  is  just  simply  to  be  carried  on 
in  the  best  way  possible. 

I  have  read  this  bill  very  carefully.  I 
know  it  provides  for  a  reduction  of  some¬ 
thing  like  10  or  15  million  acres  below 
what  we  grew  last  year.  Some  ask  why 
it  provides  for  the  seeding  of  66  million 
acres  greater  rather  than  the  minimum 
of  55  million. 

The  reason  is  this:  A  prime  factor  in 
the  growing  of  the  wheat  is  the  weather. 
We  farmers  cannot  regulate  our  weather. 
Wonderful  to  relate,  I  suppose  you  peo¬ 
ple  who  come  from  the  cities  and  the 
towns  can  do  that,  or  maybe  it  does  not 
make  any  difference,  but,  with  us,  we 
watch  the  weather  from  day  to  day.  We 
might  plant  66  million  acres  of  wheat  this 
fall,  and  we  might  have  a  very  short  crop 
next  year.  That  is  in  the  hands  of  an¬ 
other  power.  That  is  why  it  is  much 
safer  to  advocate  the  planting  of  a  few 
more  acres  than  we  might  need  than  to 
have  a  few  less.  It  is  better  to  err  on  the 
side  of  too  much  than  it  is  too  little. 

In  answer  to  the  question  as  to  how  we 
are  going  to  solve  this  problem,  if  we  just 
carry  on  as  we  are  doing — and  nobody  is 
hurt  too  much — if  we  just  carry  it  on  a 
few  years,  these  young  men  and  women 
who  are  producing  all  these  babies — 3 
millions,  is  it,  every  year? — will  solve  the 
problem.  This  problem  is  going  to  re¬ 
verse  itself  before  we  know  it. 

To  be  sure,  we  may  need  marketing 
quotas.  Why  not,  with  the  assistance  oi 
the  National  Government,  regulate  oui 
production  as  other  industries  regulate 
their  production  to  meet  the  probable 
demand.  We  cannot  regulate  the  weath¬ 
er,  to  be  sure,  but  we  can  make  estimate; 
based  on  the  history  of  the  past.  We 
have  done  it  before,  and  it  worked.  We 
can  do  it  again.  That  is  just  what  this 
bill  proposes — that  the  farmers  be  giver 
an  opportunity  to  vote -on  the  questior 
whether  or  not  they  want  market  quotas 

Now,  I  wish  to  go  into  one  other  mat¬ 
ter  that  has  been  brought  up  here  today 
That  is  in  regard  to  the  so-called  sub¬ 
sidizing  of  farmers.  Call  .it  price-sup¬ 
port  subsidy,  if  you  want  to,  but  I  wil 
tell  the  Members  of  Congress  this,  anc 
more  especially  those  representing  othei 
lines  of  business,  this  price  supporl 
means  just  as  much  to  the  manufac- 
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turer,  the  wage  earner,  the  service  peo¬ 
ple,  yes,  and  the  white-collar  people,  too, 
as  it  does  to  the  farmer. 

Take  away  that  agricultural  price  sup¬ 
port  and  see  what  will  happen.  Who  will 
buy  all  your  output  of  tractors,  automo¬ 
biles,  trucks,  farm  machinery,  your  cot¬ 
ton  and  woolen  goods?  The  farmer  is 
by  far  the  heaviest  consumer  of  goods 
in  this  country.  Lay  a  burden  upon  the 
back  of  the  farmer  and  you  hang  a 
heavier  burden  upon  every  occupation  in 
the  Nation. 

We  simply  must  continue  the  program 
of  parity  for  agriculture,  which,  after  all, 
means  nothing  more  than  equal  justice. 

While  I  am  on  the  subject,  I  take  this 
opportunity  to  remind  the  Members  of 
this  Congress  that  the  farmer  is  not 
alone  in  receiving  benefits  at  the  hand 
of  the  Federal  Government — a  benefit  in 
which  all  join  and  to  which  all,  including 
the  farmer  himself,  contribute. 

Let  me  ask  you:  How  about  subsidies 
to  airlines?  How  about  subsidies  to  ship¬ 
ping  lines?  How  about  protective  tariff 
that  the  farmer  paid  for  a  hundred  years 
on  many  articles  and  still  pays?  And, 
lest  I  forget,  how  about  subsidies  to 
banks?  What  is  the  difference  between 
pegging  the  price  of  corn  and  wheat  and 
pegging  the  price  of  Goveriment  bonds? 
Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one  of  the  most 
important  bills  to  come  before  the  House. 
I  cannot  think  of  one  more  important  to 
all  the  people  unless  it  would  be  a  kin¬ 
dred  bill  providing  a  program  to  save  the 
soil,  to  produce  the  crops,  to  feed  the 
people. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  the  time  on 
this  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hardly  anticipated 
that  any  opposition  would  be  heard  in 
connection  with  this  pending  measure, 
and  I  am  somewhat  surprised  that  the 
only  opposition  thus  far  has  come  from 
the  Democratic  side.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  opposition  is  very  logical  or 
reasonable. 

I  think  those  of  us  who  have  studied 
this  problem  through  the  years  realize 
that  unless  we  furnish  the  machinery 
which  enables  farmers  to  keep  produc¬ 
tion  in  line  with  reasonable  consumer 
demand  we  always  come  to  grief,  prices 
are  demoralized,  farm  purchasing  power 
is  destroyed,  and  the  impact  on  the 
Nation  is  always  very  severe. 

No  one  questions  the  fact  that  we  now 
have  a  tremendous  surplus  of  wheat  on 
hand,  and  no  one  familiar  with  the  sit¬ 
uation  can  fail  to  know  that  unless  we 
enable  the  farmers  to  exercise  control 
over  next  year’s  production  we  will  in 
the  absence  of  some  national  tragedy 
have  even  larger  production  than  we 
have  ever  had  before,  because  our  farm¬ 
ers  have  been  schooled  in  the  tech¬ 
niques  of  intensified  production. 

Our  farmers  have  mechanized  and  the 
per  unit  yields  have  tremendously  in¬ 
creased  year  after  year.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  stopgap  legislation  even 
though  it  may  be  regarded  by  some  as 
stopgap  legislation.  Actually,  but  for 
the  passage  of  this  law,  which  raises  the 
minimum  in  a  reasonable  way,  the  indi¬ 
cations  are  that  the  farmers  probably 
would  reject  wheat  quotas  outright. 
That  means  they  would  not  have  the 


benefit  of  the  high  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  It  means  we  would  have  a  tre¬ 
mendous  surplus,  and  we  would  find  our¬ 
selves  again  with  a  surplus  of  wheat  in 
a  hungry  world.  There  would  be  other 
great  demands  upon  us  to  give  away  the 
products  of  our  farms  at  the  cost  of  the 
taxpayei's  of  the  Nation.  This  is  a  rea¬ 
sonable  adjustment  in  the  production  of 
wheat.  It  is  an  adjustment  which  will 
not  adversely  affect  small  wheat  farm¬ 
ers.  As,  has  been  pointed  out  by  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Kansas,  the 
chairman  of  our  committee  [Mr.  Hope] 
the  reduction  would  be  bi’ought  about  in 
that  part  of  the  country  where  wheat 
production  has  been  mechanized  and 
commercialized  and  the  reduction  will 
be  made  by  the  large  farmers  and  not  by 
the  little,  noncommercial  farmers  who 
produce  less  than  25  acres  of  wheat.  By 
increasing  the  minimum  from  15  acres  to 
25  acres,  we  eliminate  a  great  deal  of  the 
administrative  costs  which  necessarily 
would  be  involved. 

Time  is  of  the  essence  at  the  moment 
because,  if  you  will  notice  the  report, 
the  Secretary  on  July  1,  which  is  next 
Wednesday,  issues  his  proclamation.  On 
July  15,  he  must  announce  the  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas,  and  on 
July  24,  he  must  conduct  a  referendum. 
This  legislation  should  be  passed  with¬ 
out  opposition,  and  its  passage  in  the 
other  body  should  be  expedited.  It 
should  be  signed  by  the  President  so  that 
the  present  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will 
know  just  what  the  Congress  wants  to  be 
done  before  July  15  rolls  around  and  he 
announces  the  quotas.  If,  after  he  an¬ 
nounces  the  quotas,  it  is  necessary  for 
him  to  change  his  order  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  then 
other  expenses  will  be  incurred.  I  think 
that  this  legislation  should  be  adopted, 
and  I  think  these  pi’ovisions- are  in  all 
respects  reasonable.  Perhaps  the  law 
would  have  been  changed  long  ago,  but 
for  the  fact  that  we  have  had  no  neces¬ 
sity  for  a  control  program  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  in  the  past  12  years, 
but  all  of  us  know  something  about  the 
blessings  and  benefits  of  these  adjust¬ 
ment  programs,  and  I  think  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  basic  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  know  something  of  the  blessings  and 
benefits  of  this  program,  and  they  are 
willing  to  bear  some  of  the  burdens  of 
the  program.  I  do  not  believe  that  un¬ 
limited  production  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  consumer  any  more  than  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  the  producer. 

What  happens  if  this  bill  Is  not 
passed?  July  1  comes  next  Wednesday, 
and  the  Secretai’y  issues  the  proclama¬ 
tion.  July  15  comes  around  and  he  is¬ 
sues  the  acreage  allotments  and  market¬ 
ing  quotas.  July  24  comes  around  and 
the  farmers  are  unwilling  to  appi’ove 
quotas  which  result  in  such  a  drastic 
reduction,  and  in  such  a  drastic  change 
in  the  pattern  of  their  farming  and 
quotas  are  repudiated  in  the  refei’endum 
on  July  24.  Then  the  wheat  farmers  of 
the  Nation  are  at  the  mercy  of  the  mer¬ 
chants.  Their  only  support  program 
will  be  52  percent  of  parity.  So  it  means 
that  the  little  farmer  is  the  one  who  will 
suffer  most  of  all  because  he  is  not  in  a 
position  to  produce  a  great  volume, 
whereas  the  mechanized  farmer  in  the 


great  wheat  area  who  has  mechanized 
his  farm  would  increase  his  planting  in 
an  effort  to  grow  a  great  volume  so  as 
to  minimize  his  loss.  So  in  the  ultimate 
end  the  little  wheat  farmer  would  be  the 
one  that  would  bear  the  burden. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  have  any  information  that  would 
give  the  House  any  assui’ance  that  the 
present  administration  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  will  present  the  facts 
to  the  farmers  so  that  they  can  act  in¬ 
telligently  upon  the  refei’endum  when 
they  are  called  to  vote  upon  it? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  every  reason  to 
believe  that  the  present  Secretary,  of 
Agriculture  would  present  the  facts.  I 
have  every  reason  to  beleve  that  the 
Membei’s  of  Congress  from  the  wheat¬ 
growing  areas  will  see  to  it  that  accurate 
information  is  furnished  to  the  wheat 
farmers  of  their  districts. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  would  agree  with 
the  distinguished  gentleman,  and  I  would 
also  hope  that  that  would  be  true.  But  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  present  Department 
is  a  little  slow  in  getting  out  information, 
and  the  farmers  will  be  called  upon  to 
vote  upon  this  within  a  month.  And  this 
is  a  highly  important  matter.  It  does 
mean  that  they  must  have  the  facts  in 
order  to  vote  intelligently  upon  some¬ 
thing  that  means  so  much  to  them  and 
their  welfare. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  em¬ 
phasizes  my  very  first  point,  and  that  is 
that  we  should  pass  this  legislation  as 
expeditiously  as  possible. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chaii’man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  might 
advise  my  colleague  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Marshall]  that  it  is  the  same  officials 
who  are  administering  this  as  have  been 
handling  it  during  the  past  10  years. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  means 
that  this  is  one  change  that  Republicans 
have  not  made? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  No. 
We  have  not  make  any  changes  down 
there  except  at  the  top.  But  Mr.  Walker 
and  some  of  the  others  down  there  have 
been  runnnig  this  control  program  for 
many  years. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Kansas.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  gentleman  said  that  the 
small  wheat  farmer  is  the  one  who  would 
suffer  from  not  putting  this  into  effect. 
Do  you  suppose,  when  you  l’educe  the 
purchasing  power  of  the  farmers  of  the 
United  States  nobody  else  is  going  to 
suffer? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  I  was  making  a 
comparison  between  the  commercial, 
mechanized  farm  and  the  fai’m  of  the 
small  man  who  cultivates  less  than  25 
acres.  The  man  with  great  machines 
and  large  fields  can  produce  more  eco¬ 
nomically  and  he  can  produce  in  greater 
volume  and  he  can  sell  at  a  lower  price 
than  can  the  man  who  cannot  mechanize 
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his  farm  and  make  up  in  volume  what 
he  loses  in  value. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  want  to  point  out, 
on  the  basis  of  what  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  August  H.  Andre- 
senI  has  said,  it  may  be  that  the  present 
administration  is  fulfilling  one  of  their 
campaign  promises,  that  they  were  going 
to  use  the  best  brains  in  the  United 
States  in  order  to  carry  out  their  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  means 
by  keeping  those  who  were  in  charge  of 
the  program  last  year? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  That  appears  to  be 
the  case.  They  are  still  running  on 
Democratic  brains. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  how  much  wheat  the  United  States 
expects  to  buy  from  Canada  this  year  to 
pile  on  our  surplus  so  that  we  can  con¬ 
tinue  to  help  the  Canadians  balance 
their  budget  and  reduce  taxes? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  The  gentleman 
might  refer  that  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  We  are  not  in  control 
down  there  at  the  present  time.  Cer¬ 
tainly  Democrats  cannot  be  charged 
with  any  unholy  things  which  might 
hereafter  occur.  If  wheat  comes  in 
from  Canada  please  do  not  complain  to 
us — take  it  up  with  your  own  bureau¬ 
crats  and  see  what  you  can  do  about  it. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd]. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
happy  to  announce  to  the  House  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  about 
an  hour  ago  signed  the  bill  providing 
a  grant  of  1  million  long  tons  of  wheat 
for  Pakistan ;  and  that  the  first  shipload 
will  leave  for  Pakistan  tomorrow  from 
Baltimore.  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  this  House 
for  its  expeditiousness  and  success  in 
handling  this  Foreign  Affairs  bill.  This 
project  took  form  only  a  little  over  a 
month  ago  when  several  of  us  returned 
from  a  visit  to  Pakistan,  and  the  job  is 
already  done  and  the  wheat  is  on  its  way. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  On  behalf  of  the  Dem¬ 
ocrats  on  that  committee,  I  accept  the 
gentleman’s  compliment  and  good 
wishes,  and  I  want  to  say  that  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Judd!  is  just  about  the  best  ambassador 
that  Pakistan  has  ever  had. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  judge  from  the  vote  of 
more  than  4  to  1  for  the  bill,  that  a  great 
many  Members  of  both  parties,  partic¬ 
ularly  those  in  the  belt  that  grows  wheat, 
were  in  favor  of  having  this  piece  of 
legislation  on  the  books. 

I  really  rose  to  state  for  the  record 
that  because  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 


Hope],  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley],  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  and  myself  were 
down  at  the  signing,  we  were  obliged  to 
miss  the  rollcall  on  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill  H.  R.  5728,  authorizing  dis¬ 
posal  of  rubber-producting  plants. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes  for  the  purpose  of 
yielding  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  I  know  some 
Members  are  fearful  about  having  too 
much  wheat.  I  should  like  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  this  is  the  year  of 
the  17-year  locusts  which  is  usually 
accompanied  by  a  7-year  drought. 
We  have  a  terrific  drought  in  many  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country,  and  the  Republi¬ 
cans  are  in  control.  There  is  an  old  say¬ 
ing  down  my  way  that  whenever  the 
Republicans  are  in  control  we  are  always 
unfortunate  in  that  we  have  some  na¬ 
tional  disaster.  We  have  the  drought 
now.  I  doubt  very  seriously,  considering 
the  rapid  increase  in  population  and  the 
condition  of  starving  people  in  many 
lands ;  the  possibility  of  export,  that  we 
are  going  to  have  too  much  surplus  of 
wheat.  May  I  further  remind  you  of 
the  old  Biblical  story  that  when  you  have 
7  years  of  plenty  it  is  usually  followed 
by  7  years  of  drought.  So  do  not  get 
too  worried  about  a  tremendous  surplus. 

I  believe  that  the  committee  should 
consider  the  possibility  of  swapping  of 
cotton  and  wheat  allotments  at  the 
country  level  in  the  areas  where  the  Cot¬ 
ton  and  Wheat  Belts  overlap,  including 
Oklahoma  and  the  Plains  States. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  we  hope  we  will  not 
have  any  wars  in  the  Republican  admin¬ 
istration.  '  I  hope  we  can  effectively  set¬ 
tle  the  peace  we  would  like  to  have. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
remainder  of  the  time  on  this  side  to 
the  gentleman  from  Montana  [Mr. 
D’Ewart], 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
propose  to  support  this  legislation  as  a 
solution  of  the  surplus-wheat  problem. 
I  represent  a  huge  wheat-producing 
area  in  eastern  Montana.’  We  are  large 
commercial  growers;  we  recognize  this 
surplus  situation  in  wheat  and  under¬ 
stand  that  it  has  to  be  met,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  committee  has  met  it  in  the 
most  equitable  way  possible.  I  am  sure 
the  farmers  of  my  area  will  support  this 
solution  in  the  hope  that  it  will  solve 
the  problem  and  make  it  possible  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  benefits  that  will  accrue  be¬ 
cause  of  the  carrying  out  of  the  present 
wheat  program.  The  proposal  makes 
possible  the  reduction  in  wheat  acreage 
for  next  year  from  78  million  acres  to 
66  million  acres,  or  15  percent.  The 
measure  is  not  applicable  to  the  small 
grower  of  25  acres  or  less  or  one  who 
grows  less  than  400  bushels. 

I  believe  the  measure  is  necessary  to 
meet  surplus-wheat  production  in  this 


country  if  we  are  to  continue  to  have 
the  benefits  of  the  wheat  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  debate 
has  expired.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  301  (b) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (8)  the 
language  "during  the  10  calendar  years  in 
the  case  of  wheat,  and  during  the  5  calendar 
years  in  the  case  of  cotton,”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  language  "during  the  5 
calendar  years”;  and  by  deleting  the  lan¬ 
guage  “and,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  but  not 
in  the  case  of  cotton,  for  trends  in  yields.” 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13) 
(A)  the  language  “per  acre  of  corn  or  wheat” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language 
“per  acre  of  the  commodity”;  by  inserting 
in  the  first  sentence  immediately  after  the 
language  “10  calendar  years”  the  language 
“in  the  case  of  corn,  and  5  calendar  years 
in  the  case  of  wheat,”;  by  inserting  in  the 
first  sentence  immediately  after  the  lan¬ 
guage  “weather  conditions  and”  the  lan¬ 
guage  “in  the  case  of  corn,  but  not  in  the 
case  of  wheat,  for”;  by  striking  out  in  the 
second  sentence  the  language  “10  calendar 
years”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  lan¬ 
guage  “10  or  5  calendar  years,  as  the  case 
may  be,”;  and  by  striking  out  in  the  second 
sentence  the  language  “10  years”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “10  or  5 
years.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (13)  (E) 
the  language  “and  wheat,  but  not  in  the  case 
of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  language  ",  but  not  in  the  case 
of  cotton,  wheat,  or  preanuts;”  and  striking 
out  the  language  “and  wheat,  and  5-calendar 
years  in  the  case  of  cotton  or  peanuts”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language  “and 
5  calendar  years  in  the  case  of  cotton,  wheat, 
or  peanuts.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment  : 

Page  1,  line  3,  after  the  word  “that”,  strike 
out  all  the  rest  of  section  1. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  intention  of 
taking  5  minutes,  but  in  connection  with 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Judd]  a  few  minutes  ago, 
and  the  business  of  giving  $100  worth  of 
wheat  to  Pakistan,  I  would  call  to  your 
mind  that  3  years  ago  today,  Washing¬ 
ton  time,  the  war  in  Korea  got  under 
way.  I  telephoned  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  today  and  ascertained  that  their 
latest  figures  show  146,708  American 
casualties  in  Truman’s  Korean  police 
action,  with  24,338  Americans  dead.  I 
hope  that  as  a  result  of  this  wheat  now 
going  to  Pakistan  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota,  being  the  great  Ambassador 
to  Pakistan  that  he  is  reputed  to  be, 
can  somehow  induce  the  Pakistan  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  send  at  least  a  few  combat 
soldiers  to  Korea  to  give  us  a  little  as¬ 
sistance.  They  have  sent  not  a  single 
one  thus  far  as  this  war  goes  into  the 
fourth  year. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
pro  forma  amendment. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  speak  out  of  order  on  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  6,  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  6  OP  1953 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  tomorrow  before  the  House 
for  consideration  will  come  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  6  of  1953. 
The  purpose  of  this  plan  is  to  reorganize 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

While  there  are  several  comparatively 
minor  objections  to  the  plan,  the  main 
objection  is  based  on  the  provisions  of 
subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  1. 

These  two  sections  provide  that  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
shall  have  authority  to  direct  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Joint  Staff,  and  they  also 
provide  that  the  selection  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Joint  Staff  is  subject  to  his 
approval  and  hold  office  at  his  pleasure. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
must  act  upon  information  prepared  by 
others  and  as,  from  the  nature  of  the 
reorganization  proposed  and  from  the 
present  organization  of  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices,  that  information  naturally  must 
come  from  the  Joint  Staff,  the  authority 
to  determine  who  shall  serve  upon  the 
Joint  Staff  carries  with  it  the  power  to 
determine  the  volume  and  the  kind  of 
information  that  will  be  permitted  to 
reach  those  who  formulate  policy  and 
direct  the  carrying  out  of  the  policy 
adopted. 

In  the  opinion  of  many  well-informed 
and  experienced  individuals — Hon.  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover,  Mr.  Ferdinand  Eberstadt, 
Maj.  Gen.  Merritt  A.  Edson,  United 
States  Marine  Corps,  retired,  Gen. 
Robert  W.  Johnson,  and  others — vesting 
the  Chairman  with  the  power  indicated 
opens  the  door  to  a  dictatorship,  to  the 
establishment  of  a  Prussianized  general 
staff. 

This  tendency  was  clearly  recognized 
by  the  task  force  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  headed  by  Mr.  Eberstadt. 

The  task  force  on  which  he  served 
held  hearings  for  150  days — hearings, 
99. 

Mr.  Eberstadt  testified  that  the  task 
force  “without  any  question  at  all  would 
have  disapproved  subsections  (c)  and 
(d).”  He  added,  “There  is  a  great  deal 
to  indicate  that  the  minority  group 
would  have  approved  it,  but  not  the 
Commission.” 

The  minority  group  was  the  Acheson 
group — see  chart,  exhibit  A,  page  151, 
introduced  at  the  hearings.  Then,  be¬ 
cause  there  had  been  some  misunder¬ 
standing  as  to  the  views  held  by  former 
President  Herbert  Hoover,  Mr.  Hoover 
wrote  a  letter  which  reads  as  follows: 


June  19,  1953. 

Hon.  Clare  E.  Hoffman, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Congressman:  I  had  Intended  to 
take  no  part  in  the  division  of  opinion  upon 
reorganization  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  Plan  No.  6,  but  a  misunderstanding  re¬ 
garding  a  telephone  conversation  seems  to 
require  that  I  do  so.  I  therefore  wish  to 
state  that  I  am  in  full  agreement  with  the 
plan  except  for  the  point  raised  in  the  pres¬ 
entation  of  Mr.  Ferdinand  Eberstadt,  with 
whom  I  fully  agree. 

Yours  faithfully, 

Herbert  Hoover. 

That  the  issue  which  will  be  before  us 
tomorrow  is  broader  than  this  question 
of  reorganization  is  well  indicated  by  an 
article  by  David  Lawrence  published  in 
today’s  issue  of  the  New  York  Herald 
Tribune,  which  reads  as  follows: 

“Prussian”  Defense  Debate  Seen  Hiding 
Graver  Issues 
(By  David  Lawrence) 

Washington,  June  24.— Something  more  is 
involved  in  the  pending  debate  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  for  reorganization  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  than  the  question  of  wheth¬ 
er  a  Prussianized  general  staff  system  shall 
be  introduced  in  America.  It  is,  funda¬ 
mentally,  whether  Congress  will  ever  again 
permit  the  Chief  Executive  to  submit  de¬ 
partmental  reorganization  plans  that  are  not 
subject  to  amendment  by  Congress  itself. 

When  President  Eisenhower  came  into 
office,  there  was  opposition  to  an  extension  of 
the  law  which  had  authorized  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  reorganization  plans,  and  only  after 
House  and  Senate  leaders  intervened  was 
the  power  which  had  been  given  to  Mr.  Tru¬ 
man  similarly  granted  to  the  new  President. 
But  at  that  time  murmurs  were  heard  about 
the  absolutism  of  the  reorganization  plan 
technique.  Congress,  however,  did  not  have 
enough  evidence  of  how  such  a  law  can  be 
abused  to  warrant  a  fight. 

Mr.  Eisenhower,  therefore,  has  more  at 
stake  than  the  plan  for  reorganizing  the 
Department  of  Defense  itself.  His  failure  to 
allow  his  spokesmen  in  Congress  to  agree  to 
an  amendment  of  the  plan  means  that,  if 
Congress  goes  along  again  this  time,  it  will 
confirm  its  own  abdication  of  the  legislative 
function  on  matters  of  governmental  or¬ 
ganization.  No  President  hereafter  will  seek 
amendments  of  basic  law  if  he  feels  he  can 
get  away  with  a  single  package  of  amend¬ 
ments  of  his  own  choosing  by  simply  calling 
it  a  “reorganization  plan.” 

PRINCIPLE  VERSUS  PERSONALITY 

The  plan  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
Is  in  the  main  acceptable  to  all  factions, 
especially  those  provisions  which  relate  to 
procurement  of  materials  and  equipment 
and  administrative  procedure  generally. 
But  the  provision  which  has  aroused  wide¬ 
spread  protest  is  the  one  that  would  set  up 
the  equivalent  of  a  Prussian  general  staff 
with  a  single  military  man  at  its  head.  This 
comes  about  because  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Is  no  longer  to  be 
merely  a  presiding  officer  over  the  chiefs  of 
the  three  armed  services  when  they  get  to¬ 
gether  to  formulate  military  policy.  Under 
the  plan,  he  would  become  the  boss  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs,  and  he  would  be  authorized 
to  gather  around  him  a  complete  staff  of 
officers  of  his  own  choosing  without  regard 
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to  the  wishes  of  the  heads  of  the  three 
armed  services  or  their  recommendations  as 
to  which  officers  are  fit  to  represent  their 
respective  services  on  the  all-important 
“joint  staff." 

The  administration  thought  that,  by 
naming  so  popular  and  sensible  an  officer  as 
Admiral  Radford  to  be  Chairman,  the  oppo¬ 
sition  would  evaporate.  But  the  principle 
is  more  important  than  the  personality  of 
the  individual  who  happens  for  2  years  only 
to  occupy  the  post.  Once  the  system  is  im¬ 
bedded,  it  will  be  interpreted  in  any  way 
any  future  Chairman  chooses. 

The  vice  of  the  current  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  plan  is  that  it  puts  one  man  next  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  enabling  him  not 
only  to  influence  the  latter  with  respect  to 
his  own  views,  but  also  to  support  them  by 
recommendations  from  a  staff  of  “yes  men” 
who  can  be  chosen  by  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  over  the  protests  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  themselves. 

The  scheme  introduces  an  unprecedented 
grant  of  power  to  one  man.  It  means  that 
the  heads  of  the  three  armed  services  are 
relegated  to  a  subordinate  role  and,  while 
the  law  speaks  of  them  as  the  “principal 
military  advisers”  to  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  and  to  the  President,  they  can  be 
ignored  or  their  views  set  aside  by  a  power¬ 
ful  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  who  will 
be  able  to  have  direct  access  constantly  to 
both  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
President. 

The  argument  has  been  advanced  that, 
if  the  scheme  doesn’t  work,  it  can  be  amend¬ 
ed  by  future  law.  It  is  the  principle,  how¬ 
ever,  which  will  become  imbedded  in  the 
Defense  Department  and  eventually  a  bigger 
bureaucracy  will  be  built  under  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Chiefs. 

PRESENT  SITUATION  CITED 

Worst  of  all,  the  present  situation  in  the 
House  illustrates  how  the  Executive  can  force 
the  repeal  or  amendment  of  basic  laws  with¬ 
out  affording  Congress  an  opportunity  to 
modify  a  single  phrase  or  to  delete  a  single 
•  paragraph  without  voting  down  the  whole 
thing.  The  House  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  has  attempted  to  strike  out 
a  single  paragraph,  but  there  are  parliamen¬ 
tarians  of  experience  who  say  it  cannot  be 
done  lawfully. 

So  Congress  is  confronted  with  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  killing  an  entire  plan,  which  it  may 
not  wish  to  do,  in  order  to  force  a  change 
in  a  single  provision.  This  gives  the  Execu¬ 
tive  far-reaching  control  over  existing  laws 
and  can  lead  to  fundamental  changes  that 
will  be  difficult  for  the  Congress  to  remedy 
by  subsequent  legislation,  especially  since 
the  President  by  his  veto  can  kill  any  such 
proposal  unless  it  happens  to  be  supported 
by  a  two-thirds  vote  in  both  houses. 
Through  the  reorganization  law,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  legislates,  and  neither  House  can  amend 
his  laws,  but  must  take  them  or  leave  them 
as  a  single  entity. 

The  new  plan  for  the  Defense  Department 
will  produce  dissension  that  will  impair  the 
spirit  of  unity  so  essential  if  the  armed 
services  are  to  be  integrated.  The  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  isn’t  fully  understood  by  many 
Members  of  the  House,  but  some  day  not  far 
distant,  when  there  is  a  fight  on  extension 
of  the  President’s  reorganiaztion  powers,  the 
shoe  will  be  on  the  other  foot  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  will  lose  out.  This  is  too  high  a 
price  to  pay  for  the  pressuring  through  Con¬ 
gress  of  a  plan  that  could  easily  have  been 
modified  by  the  Executive  before  being  sent 
to  Congress. 
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Comparative  analysis  of  views  regarding  (1)  Chief  of  Staff  for  the  Armed  Services  and  (2)  a  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 


Issue 

Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  majority  1 

Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  (Eberstadt) 
Task  Force  on 
National  Secu¬ 
rity 

Dean  Acheson  mi¬ 
nority  of  Hoover 
Commission 

Present  status  and 
powers  of  JCS 
Chairman  un¬ 
der  law 

Powers  and  status 
of  JCS  Chair¬ 
man,  after  re¬ 
organization 
Plan  No.  6 

Comments 

No  3 . 

No . 

Yes . 

No . 

Yes . 

Hoover  Commission  terminology 
accepted;  JCS  Chairman  to 
have  nearly  all  powers  recom¬ 
mended  for  a  Chief  of  Staff  by 
Acheson  minority. 

Hoover  Commission  terminology 
accepted. 

In  accordance  with  Acheson 
minority  of  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion. 

No  conflict  between  Hoover 
majority  and  Acheson  minor¬ 
ity. 

Do. 

In  accordance  with  Acheson 
minority  of  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion. 

Do. 

Do. 

Acheson  minority  view  not  ac¬ 
cepted.  Proposed  control  over 
Joint  Staff  together  with  pres¬ 
ent  power  of  JCS  Chairman  to 
prepare  JCS  agenda  is  trend 
toward  Acheson  minority  posi¬ 
tion. 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Opposed  “tempo¬ 
rizing”  title  of 
“Chairman.” 

Yes . . . 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Opposed  by  Mr. 
Hoover  in  1949 
HASC  testi¬ 
mony;  said  it 
was  contrary  to 
Commission 
view. 

Yes 

Opposed  by  Mr. 
Eberstadt  in 
194  9  HASC 
hearings. 

Yes . 

Yes . . . . 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Intermediary  between  President, 
Secretary  of  Defense,  and  JCS. 
Chairman  is  member  of  JCS,  addi¬ 
tional  to  3  service  Chiefs. 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Yes . 

Yes _ 

Yes . . . 

No  r 

No . 

Yes . . 

Yes . 

Yes . . 

No . . 

No . . 

Yes . . 

No . 

Yes . . . 

To  have  a  military  staff  of  his  own?. 

Power  to  initiate  and  terminate  JCS 
discussion. 

No  __  _ 

No . . . 

Yes  (the  Joint 
Staff  to  be  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  him). 
Yes . 

No . . . 

Yes  (the  Joint 
Staff  will  be  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  him) . 

No  (however,  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Joint 
Staff  will  give 
the  JCS  Chair¬ 
man  increased 
influence  over 
JCS  planning). 

No . 

No . 

No . 

i  Mr.  Hoover  testified  before  IIASC,  1949  hearings  on  National  Security  Act  amendments:  “Our  recommendations  were  that  there  be  an  independent  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  that  he  was  to  serve  only  as  a  presiding  officer  and  report  decisions  or  disagreements  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  But,  that  he  was  to  have  no 
decision  powers  and  not  vote  or  any  other  authority.”  [Emphasis  added.] 

a  Position  of  Hoover  Commission  indicated  by  its  general  concurrence  with  the  report  of  its  (Eberstadt)  Task  Force  on  National  Security  and  by  its  rejection  of  the 
Acheson  minority  proposal. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  Is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after 
the  words  “The  national  acreage  allotment 
for  wheat”  the  language  ",  less  a  reserve 
of  not  to  exceed  1  percent  thereof  for  appor¬ 
tionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a) 
a  new  sentence  to  read  as  follows:  "The 
reserve  acreage  set  aside  herein  for  appor¬ 
tionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used 
to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition 
to  the  county  allotments  made  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section,  on  the  basis  of 
the  relative  needs  of  countries  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other 
new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of 
wheat  during  the  5  calendar  years  imme¬ 
diately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed. 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  the  word  “ten”  wherever  it  appears  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  "five.” 

(d)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after 
the  words  "The  State  acreage  allotment  for 
wheat”  the  language  ",  less  a  reserve  of 
not  to  exceed  3  percent  thereof  for  appor¬ 
tionment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section,”. 

(e)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of 
subsection  (c)  after  the  words  “on  the  basis 
of”  the  language  "past  acreage  of  wheat,”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence 
of  subsection  (c)  the  words  “such  county” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  "the 
State.” 

(g)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the 
figure  “1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  figure  “1950.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Page  3,  line  1,  strike  out  “Sec.  2.  Section” 
and  insert  "section.” 


Page  3,  line  5,  strike  out  "1”  and  insert 
"one.” 

Page  3,  line  14,  strike  out  "five”  and  in¬ 
sert  “ten.” 

Page  3,  strike  out  lines  17,  18,  and  19. 

Page  3,  line  20,  strike  out  “(d)”  and  insert 
“(c).” 

Page  3,  line  24,  strike  out  "(e)  ”  and  insert 
“(d).” 

Page  4,  line  3,  strike  out  “(f)”  and  insert 
"(e).” 

Page  4,  line  6,  strike  out  “(g)”  and  insert 
“(f).” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to, 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
to  a  map  which  I  hold  in  my  hand.  It 
could  solve  all  of  the  difficulties  concern¬ 
ing  the  production  of  wheat. 

You  will  notice  the  1952  dry  areas 
down  in  the  Southwest  and,  from  what 
you  may  see  from  where  you  sit,  in  1953, 
this  year,  you  will  appreciate  how  far 
north  the  drought  has  extended.  I 
might  also  add  that  as  far  as  percentage 
is  concerned  it  has  almost  doubled  in 
2  years.  That  drought  area  could  take 
care  of  all  of  the  surplus  of  wheat  we 
have  produced. 

I  have  another  map  here  which  in¬ 
fluenced  me  to  a  considerable  extent  in 
my  conclusion  as  to  what  I  was  going 
to  do  today  in  this  bill.  This  is  from 
the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics. 
Here  is  the  line  of  the  hard  red  winter 
wheat  from  1920  to  1953  and  I  call  your 
attention  to  how  even  they  run  on  pro¬ 
duction. 

Let  us  not  be  too  excited  this  after¬ 
noon  about  our  surplus  wheat.  I  hap¬ 


pen  to  have  been  raised  by  a  family  who 
always  insisted  that  you  must  not  throw 
away  any  bread,  that  somehow  or  other 
there  was  a  curse  placed  on  your  head 
if  you  wasted  bread  because  of  its  food 
value  and  the  universal  use  of  wheat  as 
a  food  to  relieve  starvation.  On  this 
map  you  can  see  very  clearly  that  there 
has  not  been  any  radical  movement  up 
or  down  in  wheat  production. 

Here  in  the  next  line,  which  is  spring 
wheat.  It  is  almost  a  straight  line  from 
1920  to  1953. 

The  next  line  is  the  soft  red  winter 
wheat.  If  anything,  it  has  gone  down, 
and  the  Northwest  has  stayed  practically 
even  throughout  the  years  from  1920  to 
1953. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  And 
during  that  same  period  of  time  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  the  United  States  has  nearly 
doubled? 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes.  I  have  in  my  hand 
another  map  entitled  “Wheat  Prices  and 
Parity.”  I  would  like  to  have  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  those  who  think  that  wheat  prices 
have  been  out  of  line. 

This  starts  in  1910  and  runs  to  1950. 
Now,  there  is  an  increase  and  decrease 
in  the  price  of  wheat.  You  will  find  in 
1920  and  in  1951  and  1952  the  top  price 
of  wheat  was  relatively  the  same,  and 
there  was  no  such  thing  as  parity  price 
of  wheat  in  1920.  You  will  notice  the 
dipping  of  the  wheat  price,  which  I  do 
not  think  we  need  concern  ourselves 
with. 


1953 
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Another  thing  I  would  like  to  mention 
in  the  short  time  I  have  is  this:  The  farm 
organizations  support  this  bill,  including 
the  Farm  Bureau.  Let  me  read  you  just 
a  little  first  from  the  Grange..  When 
they  appeared  before  our  committee,  Mr. 
Sanders,  representing  the  Grange,  said: 

Present  situations  in  wheat  production 
cannot  be  handled  in  the  best  interest  of 
farmers  and  the  Nation  with  the  law  as  at 
present  written.  Under  these  conditions  it  is 
necessary  for  us  to  support  the  amendments 
to  the  1938  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
provided  for  in  H.  R.  5451. 

This  bill  will  give  a  greater  flexibility  of 
controls  and  an  adjustment  in  production 
more  favorable  to  those  areas  most  adapted 
to  economically  sound  wheat  production. 
This  flexibility  is  highly  desirable  in  any 
system  of  control  of  agricultural  production. 

Mr.  Patton,  president  of  the  National 
Farmers  Union  said  this : 

I  appear  in  support  of  H.  R.  5451.  In  my 
opinion  the  provisions  of  this  bill  are  the 
minimum  that  we  should  do  immediately  to 
revise  wheat  acreage  allotment  and  market¬ 
ing  quota  legislation  in  the  interest  of  na¬ 
tional  security. 

A  staff  study  made  for  the  Senate  Agri¬ 
cultural  Committee  and  published  as  docu¬ 
ment  No.  130  of  the  82d  Congress  and  a 
similar  study  made  by  Dr.  Murray  Benedict 
for  the  agricultural  committee  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Planning  Association  are  agreed  that 
reserves  of  450  to  500  million  bushels  of 
wheat  and  900  million  to  a  billion  bushels 
of  corn  would  be  required  to  offset  year  to 
year  variations  in  yields.  This  would  be 
required  to  make  ordinary  prudent  provision 
for  normal  safety  reserves.  These  esti¬ 
mates  do  not  include  provision  for  the  extra¬ 
ordinary  needs  that  may  arise  at  any  time 
from  the  unsettled  world  situation.  Assum¬ 
ing  these  figures  to  be  correct,  and  I  consider 
them  to  be  so,  they  mean  that  for  the  Nation 
to  be  definitely  certain  that  the  free  world 
will  not  be  caught  dangerously  short  of 
grain,  the  United  States  should  maintain  a 
safety  reserve  somewhat  larger  than  the 
normal  safety  reserve  requirements  I  have 
just  enumerated. 

Here  is  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation.  This  is  what  they  told  us: 

In  1942  the  harvested  acres  of  wheat  in 
the  United  States  was  about  53  million.  In 
1945,  at  the  conclusion  of  hostilities  of  World 
War  II,  the  harvested  acres  of  wheat  was  ap¬ 
proximately  69  million.  In  1952  the  har¬ 
vested  acres  of  wheat  was  over  77%  million. 
By  the  continuation  of  this  wartime  measure 
producers  have  been  encouraged  to  grow 
wheat  in  excess  of  any  genuine  market 
demand. 

That  is  positive  proof  that  the  farmers 
of  the  United  States  increased  their  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  at  the  request  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  and  he  made  the  re¬ 
quest  because  he  understood  the  prob¬ 
lems  and  the  necessity  of  having  a  suffi¬ 
cient  supply  of  wheat  for  food.  So,  I 
say  frankly,  we  should  pass  this  bill 
without  a  single  vote  in  opposition. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  from  Col¬ 
orado  has  pointed  out  the’ position  of 
some  of  the  farm  organizations  on  this 
legislation.  I  do  not  believe  that  he  men¬ 
tioned  the  National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers,  the  secretary  of  which  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  and  en¬ 
dorsed  the  legislation.  In  that  connec¬ 


tion  I  would  also  like  to  state  that  I 
have  a  letter  from  thfe  president  of  the 
Missouri  Farmers  Association,  which  is 
one  df  the  largest  independent  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  in  the  country,  in  which  he 
says  that  “the  Missouri  Farmers  Asso¬ 
ciation  strongly  believes  that  H.  R.  5451, 
which  would  revise  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  law  should  be  adopted.” 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  my  chairman  very 
much  indeed. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  only  farm  organi¬ 
zation  from  which  we  heard  that  was 
opposed  to  the  full  66  million  acres  was 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  that  I  am  not 
going  to  get  into  any  argument  about 
the  66  million  acres.  We  might  find 
ourselves  in  2  years  short  of  wheat  re¬ 
serves  we  have  now  in  this  country.  We 
might  be  sorely  in  need  of  a  full  reserve 
of  wheat  supply. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the.  chairman  of  our 
committee,  the  Honorable  Clifford  R. 
Hope,  of  Kansas,  is  to  be  commended  for 
introducing  and  bringing  to  the  floor 
this  bill.  It  is  evidence  of  his  desire  to 
guard  against  overproduction,  and  to 
bring  into  balance  as  far  as  is  humanly 
possible,  the  law  of  supply  and  demand 
for  this  basic  food.  It  is  also  in  line  with 
the  spirit  and  intent  of  our  support  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  we  have  been  oper¬ 
ating  for  many  years — a  program  to 
produce  enough  food  to  take  care  of  our 
domestic  and  export  requirements  and 
to  provide  a  reasonable  carryover  to 
meet  all  future  emergencies. 

Contrary  to  the  belief  of  a  few,  this 
bill  does  not  increase  our  present  planted 
wheat  acreage,  but  in  fact,  reduces  the 
present  acreage  by  approximately  12 
million  acres,  or  a  15-percent  reduction 
for  our  present  total  planted  acreage 
of  78  million  acres. 

It  will  be  said  that  this  bill  is  increas¬ 
ing  the  statutory  minimum  limitation  by 
11  million  acres.  That  is  true,  but  I  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  this  in¬ 
crease  is  a  paper  inci'ease  only,  and  not 
actual.  The  law  we  are  attempting  to 
amend  provides  for  a  floor  of  55  million 
acres  of  wheat,  but  in  the  14  years  since 
this  law  was  enacted,  the  actual  planted 
acreage  of  wheat  has  been  well  over  the 
55  million  acre  minimum.  For  the  past 
several  years,  the  actual  planted  acreage 
has  been  in  the  neighborhood  of  78  mil¬ 
lion.  If  this  bill  is  adopted,  the  actual 
planted  acreage  will  be  reduced  to  66 
million  acres. 

In  considering  this  bill,  we  must  re¬ 
member  that  since  1939,  when  the  pres¬ 
ent  marketing-quota  law  was  passed,  we 
have  gone  through  two  major  wars. 
During  this  period,  our  Government  has 
asked  for  increased  production  in  all 
lines,  including  agriculture.  Food  is  vital 
to  winning  a  war — just  as  vital  as  guns 
and  tanks  and  planes.  When  our  farm¬ 
ers  were  asked  to  produce  more  food  for 
our  men  in  uniform  and  for  our  allies, 
they  did  not  fail  in  their  responsibility  as 


loyal  and  patriotic  Americans.  They 
produced  the  food  that  was  necessary  to 
meet  all  the  needs  of  our  Government, 
both  at  home  and  abroad.  The  fact  that 
rationing  of  flour  was  not  necessary  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  is  ample  proof  that  our 
farmers  met  their  responsibility  well. 

When  our  Government  asked  our 
fanners  to  produce  more  food,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  did  not  make  concessions  to  the 
fanners  as  it  did  to  other  segments  of 
our  economy.  The  Government  did  not 
provide  more  land,  more  machinery  and 
more  help  for  the  fai-mers  to  assist  in 
meeting  the  demand  for  increased  pro¬ 
duction.  Our  farmers  were  not  provided 
with  tax  amortization  incentives  to  in¬ 
crease  production,  which  were  provided 
for  many  other  industries  during  this 
period.  Our  farmers  went  ahead  on  their 
own  power  and  on  their  own  initiative, 
and  invested  their  own  money  in  larger 
plants  and  equipment  to  meet  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  demands.  This  cannot  be  said 
for  many  other  industries. 

The  only  encouragement  the  Govern¬ 
ment  gave  to  our  farmers  in  this  period 
of  increased  production  was  the  promise 
that  it  would  support  prices  at  90  percent 
of  parity,  and  that  is  all.  Now,  what  is 
parity?  Does  parity  guarantee  a  profit 
to  our  farmers?  Not  at  all — it  is  simply 
a  price  that  is  determined  by  law  to  be 
fair  to  producer  and  consumer,  alike,  in 
relation  to  the  cost  of  the  articles  which 
the  farmer  must  buy.  Is  this  unfair  to 
anyone?  Of  course  not. 

To  meet  the  demands  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  farmers  of  our  country  were 
compelled  to  increase  their  acreage  of 
wheat  to  roughly  78  million  acres.  Yes, 
it  is  true  that  now,  after  the  crisis  is  over, 
we  do  have  a  surplus  of  wheat  of  about 
500  million  bushels — but  is  this  too  much 
at  a  time  like  this,  when  we  do  not  know 
what  will  happen  next?  I  don’t  think  so. 
We  should  thank  God  we  have  this  food 
supply. 

If  nothing  else,  the  past  wars  in  which 
we  have  been  engaged  should  have 
taught  us  that  in  the  dangerous  world 
in  which  we  live,  this  Nation  cannot  run 
the  risk  of  having  too  little  food  in  re¬ 
serve  when  need  arises.  What  would 
have  happened  to  our  country  if  we  had 
been  caught  short  of  food  during  the 
past  number  of  years?  What  would 
have  happened  if  our  farmers  had  failed 
to  measure  up  to  their  responsibility  for 
increased  food  production?  No  respon¬ 
sible  citizen  can,  in  the  face  of  the  grave 
peril  presented  by  militant  and  aggres¬ 
sive  communism,  advocate  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  which  would  weaken  the  Nation’s 
ability  to  meet  whatever  crisis  might 
arise  in  the  future.  Certainly,  a  reason¬ 
able  carryover  of  500  million  bushels  of 
wheat  is  a  slight  price  to  pay  for  the  life¬ 
saving  strength  and  security  which  this 
reserve  gives  to  our  Nation  in  times  like 
this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  this  bill  does  is  to 
provide  the  machinery  whereby  our 
country  can  continue  to  meet  its  food 
demands,  both  at  home  and  abroad,  and 
to  provide  for  a  safe  and  reasonable  car¬ 
ryover  to  meet  future  emergencies.  To 
do  this,  it  is  the  opinion  of  our  chair¬ 
man  and  his  committee  that  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  increase  the  statutory  minimum 
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limitation,  which  was  passed  back  in 
1939,  and  which  is  now  obsolete  in  view 
of  the  conditions  we  now  face,  by  11  mil¬ 
lion  acres.  But,  as  I  pointed  out  in  the 
beginning,  this  bill  in  fact  reduces  the 
present  actual  planted  acreage  by  12 
million  acres,  or  a  15-percent  reduction 
to  guard  against  any  unreasonable 
carryover. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  earnestly  urge  the 
members  of  this  committee  to  support 
this  legislation  as  proposed,  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  our  own  security. 

(Mr.  LOVRE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

markS  ) 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
about  certain  language  in  the  report.  On 
page  5,  under  the  title  “Analysis  of  the 
Bill,”  the  statement  is  made: 

This  reserve  is  needed  primarily  because 
of  the  short  history  of  many  farms  in  recla¬ 
mation  and  other  new  areas  where  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  wheat  has  expanded  rapidly  in 
recent  years. 

Is  that  provision  of  the  law  which  that 
refers  to  a  recognition  that  new  areas  in 
the  production  of  wheat  are  entitled  to 
recognition  under  a  quota  program? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Let  me  reply  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  by  saying  that  this  is  the  situa¬ 
tion:  We  have  had  in  wheat  just  as  we 
have  had  in  cotton  and  other  commod¬ 
ities  some  shifts  in  production.  There 
have  been  some  States,  particularly  in 
the  West,  where  irrigation  has  advanced 
in  recent  years  and  where  some  irrigated 
land  has  been  used  for  wheat,  certain 
areas  which  have  not  been  able  to  apply 
a  wheat  acreage  allotment  history.  It 
is  the  purpose  of  the  reserve,  which  is  a 
national  reserve,  to  be  used  mainly  to 
take  care  of  those  areas  where  there  has 
been  some  recent  development  particu¬ 
larly  through  irrigation  in  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  wheat  acreage.  Otherwise  the 
acreage,  not  having  any  history,  could 
not  go  into  the  program,  and  you  would 
have  a  considerable  amount  of  acreage 
which  might  not  be  under  any  program, 
which  might  be  outside  the  program,  and 
thus  not  be  subject  to  the  price-support 
provisions  of  the  law. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  You  want 
to  treat  the  most  recent  acreage  fairly 
along  with  all  the  other  acreage? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes.  The  purpose  of  it 
is  to  enable  that  acreage  to  be  brought 
into  the  picture  in  an  orderly  way. 
While  in  the  main  these  programs  are 
based  upon  history  and  upon  the  record 
of  the  State  and  the  farm  in  the  past 
in  the  production  of  wheat,  we  do  not 
want  to  freeze  that  production  on  some 
past  period  of  time  because  we  know 
agriculture  is  a  growing,  expanding,  live, 
and  vital  industry.  We  do  not  want  to 
freeze  any  part  of  it  in  an  absolute  pat¬ 
tern  of  the  past. .  So  we  have  this  pro¬ 
vision  which  does  permit  an  orderly  ex¬ 
pansion  but  still  permits  that  increased 
acreage  to  participate  in  the  program. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  Now,  down  below  on 
the  same  page,  reference  is  made  to  sub¬ 
section  (d)  which  adds  the  past  acreage 
of  wheat  as  an  additional  factor  to  be 


considered  in  establishing  farm  wheat 
allotments.  Is  that  language  also  a 
recognition  of  the  principle  that  no 
undue  hardship  shall  be  done  to  any 
given  area? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  provision  was 
placed  in  the  bill  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  They 
say  they  have  been  considering  past 
acreage  of  wheat  as  a  factor  and  feel  it 
should  be  considered.  But,  specifically, 
it  has  not  been  included  in  the  law  here¬ 
tofore.  That  is  one  of.  several  factors 
which  is  used  so  far  as  the  farm  is  con¬ 
cerned  in  making  the  allotment  to  the 
farm.  It  has  always  been  considered, 
as  far  as  the  allotment  to  the  States 
and  to  the  counties  is  concerned,  and 
by  implication  it  has  been  considered  as 
applying  to  allotments  to  the  farm,  but 
it  has  never  actually  been  in  the  law  be¬ 
fore. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  May  I  ask 
the  gentleman  one  more  question,  please. 
Would  it  not  be  a  fair  statement  to  say 
that  the  reason,  or  one  of  the  reasons  at 
least,  for  the  increasing  of  the  minimum 
acreage  from  55  million  to  66  million  is 
the  fact  that  the  Congress  had  no  desire 
to  impose  a  severe  cutback  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  segment  of  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  in  any  1  year?  In  other  words,  it 
is  an  easing  of  the  blow  for  1954  and  it  is 
a  recognition  of  the  necessity  for  easing 
the  blow. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  true.  It  was  felt 
that  a  15-percent  reduction  in  1  year 
was  probably  as  much  as  could  be  made 
in  a  crop  which  covers  as  large  an  acre¬ 
age  as  wheat.  As  I  said  awhile  ago,  we 
not  only  took  into  consideration  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  it  might  have  on  the  wheat 
acreage,  but  we  took  into  consideration 
the  effect  this  large  acreage  going  out  of 
wheat  might  have  upon  other  crops  and 
other  phases  of  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  GOLDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  develop  a 
little  further  the  suggestion  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  concerning  the 
very  severe  drought  in  the  South  and  the 
Southwest  today.  Today,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  began  hearings  on 
that  distressed  area,  and  it  has  been 
shown  that  over  a  very  extensive  area 
in  Texas  and  also  to  some  extent  in 
Oklahoma,  there  was  not  sufficient  grain 
or  hay  to  maintain  the  cattle,  and  that 
possibly  there  would  be  a  draft  upon  the 
great  surpluses  we  have  of  wheat,  corn, 
and  hay  in  order  to  relieve  that  situa¬ 
tion.  The  evidence  which  we  heard  to¬ 
day  showed  that  there  had  been  no  rain 
in  certain  parts  of  Texas  and  Oklahoma 
for  a  period  of  about  5  months,  and  that 
that  drought  situation  was  extending 
north  and  west.  We  do  not  know  just 
how  extensive  it  will  be.  Surpluses 
which  we  have  now  in  wheat  are  not  any 
more  than  about  a  third  of  what  some 
of  the  people,  who  are  supposed  to  know 
about  world  conditions,  say  that  we 
should  have.  If  this  bill  is  not  enacted 
into  a  law,  there  will  be  a  very  radical 
reduction  in  1  year  of  the  acreage  that 
we  have  been  planting  to  wheat.  As  has 


been  often  said  here,  it  will  be  such  a 
blow  that  it  can  hardly  be  absorbed  by 
the  many  farmers  who  have  been  grow¬ 
ing  wheat,  and  it  will  throw  something 
like  23  million  acres  into  the  production 
of  other  crops.  This  bill  provides  a 
medium  ground  or  a  middle  ground  be¬ 
tween  the  78  million  acres  and  the  55 
million  acres.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  a 
wise  thing  and  should  be  enacted  into 
law  at  once.  The  farmers  themselves 
will  have  the  right  and  privilege  of  vot¬ 
ing  on  acre  reduction  and  the  bill  is 
not  Socialist  as  has  been  claimed.  It  is 
necessary  for  the  farmers  and  wheat 
growers  and  will  be  beneficial  to  every¬ 
body  concerned. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  not  my  intention 
to  speak  on  this  bill,  because  I  think  it 
is  a  very  fair  one.  The  committee  con¬ 
sidered  it  well.  Certainly,  to  have  a 
ceiling  back  to  the  prewar  condition  of 
52  million  acres,  when  we  asked  the 
farmers  to  produce  all  that  they  possibly 
could  during  the  war,  would  represent 
a  drastic  impact  upon  agriculture  and 
the  farmers  of  the  country,  particularly 
from  the  economic  angle. 

But  I  was  interested  in  the  remark  of 
one  of  my  colleagues,  that  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  was  in  favor 
of  this  bill.  I  received  a  telegram  not 
so  long  ago,  and  I  assume  other  Mem¬ 
bers  received  the  same  telegram,  dated 
June  15,  1953,  that  specifically  shows, 
according  to  my  interpretation  of  it,  that 
as  of  that  date  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  was  opposed  to  this  bill. 

My  only  purpose  in  rising  was  to  see 
that  the  Record  was  clear.  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  position  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  as  stated  in  this  telegram. 
But  I  certainly  do  not  think  that  the  Rec¬ 
ord  should  show  that  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  favors  this  bill  when,  as  of  June 
15,  only  a  few  days  ago,  the  telegram 
clearly  shows  that  they  are  opposed  to 
the  bill,  particularly  the  exemption  from 
15  to  25  acres,  from  200  to  400  bushels, 
and  raising  the  minimum  national  allot¬ 
ment  from  55  million  to  66  million  acres, 
saying,  “In  view  of  the  wheat  supply, 
we  believe  a  national  allotment  above 
60  million  economically  unsound.” 

It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  the  heart 
of  the  problem.  My  only  purpose  is  to 
express  myself  in  the  Record  as  being 
in  favor  of  the  bill  and  to  compliment 
the  committee  for  the  very  fair  way  they 
handled  a  difficult  and  practical  situa¬ 
tion  that  affects  the  economic  life  of  a 
powerful  segment  of  our  country,  that 
the  position  of  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  should  be  clearly  stated,  the  tele¬ 
gram  being  signed  by  Frank  W.  Woolley, 
legislative  counsel  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  want  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  before  he  came  on 
the  floor  a  few  minutes  ago,  I  made  sub¬ 
stantially  the  greater  part  of  that  tele¬ 
gram  a  part  of  the  Record.  The  Farm 
Bureau  especially  is  opposed  to  the  figure 
of  66  million  acres.  They  think  a  more 
equitable  figure  would  be  60  million  acres. 
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In  all  fairness  I  pointed  out  that  I  do 
not  follow  the  Farm  Bureau;  they  do  not 
set  policy  for  me.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  have  disagreed  with  them  on  occasion. 
But  in  all  fairness  to  them,  they  realize 
that  we  have  got  to  start  meeting  this 
problem  Sometime,  regardless  of  all  the 
fine  things  you  might  hear  said.  I  just 
heard  a  comment  that  we  ought  to  have 
three  times  the  surplus  of  wheat  that  we 
have,  for  purposes  of  carryover.  That 
would  be  wonderful,  if  we  just  had  some 
place  to  put  it.  But  right  now  they  are 
putting  wheat  out  on  the  ground  and,  if 
anybody  will  remember,  2  days  ago  they 
were  arguing  here  that  we  ought  to  give 
it  to  Pakistan  in  order  to  keep  it  from 
spoiling.  So  there  is  a  matter  of  practi¬ 
cal  storage  problem  involved  here,  as  well 
as  just  saying  that  it  would  be  nice  to 
have  that  carryover  in  case  we  suffered 
a  drought. 

Of  course,  the  whole  matter  hinges 
again  on  the  fact  that  everybody  admits 
that  they  do  not  have  a  solution  to  the 
problem.  They  hope  either  a  war  or  a 
drought  will  bail  us  out,  so  that  we  will 
not  have  that  surplus  any  more. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I 
might  state  to  the  gentleman  that  there 
was  no  misunderstanding  on  the  part  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  as  to  the 
opposition  of  the  Farm  Bureau  to  the 
bill  in  its  present  form.  Mr.  Woolley  ap¬ 
peared  before  our  committee  and  testi¬ 
fied;  and,  notwithstanding  his  testimony, 
the  committee  reported  the  bill  in  its 
present  form,  feeling  that  it  was  for  the 
best  interests  of  the  country.  So  that 
I  think  that  my  colleague  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Hill]  perhaps  may  have  been  mis¬ 
understood  when  someone  thought  that 
he  might  have  said  that  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  favored  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  In  justice  to  the 
American  Farm  Bureau,  and  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
farmers  throughout  the  country,  I 
wanted  the  record  to  be  clear.  I  am  very 
glad,  however,  in  trying  to  clarify  the 
record,  to  congratulate  the  committee, 
because  I  think  they  met  a  very  difficult 
problem  in  a  very  just  and  practical 
manner. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
pro  forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  once  caught  in  the  ten¬ 
tacles  of  socialism  it  is  very  difficult  to 
wiggle  out;  very  few  instances  have  we 
ever  had  in  history  where  once  caught 
you  got  out.  I  think  it  must  be  very  ap¬ 
parent  to  everyone  that  that  segment  of 
the  economy  made  up  by  the  basic  crops 
of  this  country  under  support  prices  are 
caught  in  a  vicious  type  of  socialism  with 
a  free  economy  completely  destroyed,  and 
now  we  are  trying  here  today  to  wiggle 
out,  at  least  trying  to  wiggle,  trying  to 
make  very  sure  that  we  do  not  get  out. 

This  bill,  a  very  simple  one,  which 
provides  for  the  extension  of  that  law 
which,  of  course,  becomes  necessary  if 
we  are  going  to  support  prices  and  it 
says  that  you  will  guarantee  the  farmers 
high  prices,  but  if  they  plant  too  much 


we  will  have  to  step  in  with  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  controls — that,  of  course,  is  so¬ 
cialism;  and  now  we  are  trying  to  deter¬ 
mine  just  how  stringent  the  controls 
will  be,  and  we  do  not  want  to  get  the 
controls  too  stringent,  that  is,  to  hold 
the  acreage  down  to  60  million,  because 
the  farmers  with  such  drastic  reductions 
might  fail  to  vote  two-thirds  to  take  the 
money,  and  then  the  whole  support  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  destroyed. 

Then,  too,  we  are  trying  to  support  the 
small  ones,  which  is  always  a  good  po¬ 
litical  move,  by  increasing  the  exempted 
acres  from  15  to  25. 

The  question  as  to  how  much  wheat 
we  shall  grow  really  should  be  settled 
by  what  you  think  it  takes  in  the  form  of 
reduction  to  take  the  Government  off  the 
hook.  The  Government  is  in  the  barrel, 
so  to  speak,  now  for  more  than  half  or 
a  full  year’s  wheat  crop.  Theoretically 
if  we  reduced  the  acreage  next  year  by 
50  percent  we  would  still  have  plenty  of 
wheat;  but,  of  course,  I  do  not  believe  in 
being  too  drastic  myself.  I  think,  how¬ 
ever,  that  we  might  consider  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  pretty  good 
judgment  about  these  things  and  has 
studied  all  the  figures.  He  says  the 
figure  in  this  bill  should  not  be  above 
62  million  acres,  in  his  opinion.  I  think 
that  is  only  because  he  does  not  feel  that 
it  is  necessary  to  get  the  Government  off 
the  hook  in  this  matter  quite  so  rapidly. 
You  will  probably  find  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  year  the  acreage  will  have  to  be  re¬ 
duced  still  more. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  I  would  just  like  to 
ask  the  gentleman  as  to  whether  or  not 
he  is  opposed  to  the  acreage  allotment 
and  marketing  quota  program  generally 
speaking.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  under¬ 
stand  whether  he  is  opposed  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill  because  of  its  form  and  sub¬ 
stance  or  whether  he  is  opposed  to  the 
whole  program. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  shall 
answer.  I  grew  up  out  in  the  wheat 
country,  most  of  my  relatives  still  live 
there,  and  I  followed  an  agricultural 
economy  all  my  life.  I  am  against  the 
whole  support  program.  I  feel  it  will 
wreck  the  agriculture  of  this  country 
within  a  period  of  10  years  and  in  the 
meantime  cost  the  taxpayers  and  con¬ 
sumers  an  extremely  large  amount  of 
money  which  they  should  not  have  to 
pay. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Cooley,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  King  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  was  given  2  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  says  he 
is  against  the  entire  price  support  pro¬ 
gram,  so  I  assume  he  is  likewise  opposed 
to  the  acreage  allotment  and  marketing 
quota  law  that  we  now  have. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  As  long 
as  you  are  going  to  have  supports,  yes. 
I  agree  that  the  acreage  allotment  and 
marketing  quota  system  is  necessary. 


That  is  the  other  part  of  the  socialistic 
scheme  that  becomes  a  necessary  evil. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  According  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  idea,  the  whole  scheme  is  so¬ 
cialistic? 

Mi-.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.-  Certainly. 
The  gentleman  would  not  say  that  agri¬ 
culture  so  far  as  the  5  basic  crops  are 
concerned  are  now  operating  under  a 
free  economy  would  he? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  certainly  do.  They 
are  operating  in  a  free  economy  and 
under  reasonable  laws  and  regulations 
which  themselves  have  to  be  approved 
by  a  two-thirds  vote  before  they  can 
have  acreage  allotments  imposed  upon 
them. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Is  not 
the  law  of  supply  and  demand  one  of 
the  important  features  of  a  free  econ¬ 
omy? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  law  of  supply  and 
demand  in  our  modern  day  and  life  is 
a  cruel  law  so  far  as  the  American  farm¬ 
ers  are  concerned.  We  learned  our  les¬ 
sons  before  we  had  this. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  That  is 
one  of  the  socialistic  doctrines. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Socialistic  or  not  so¬ 
cialistic,  it  has  served  the  farmers  of  the 
Nation  and  all  of  the  people  of  the  Na¬ 
tion,  not  only  the  producers  but  the 
consumers.  Let  me  ask  the  gentleman 
another  question:  How  did  the  gentle¬ 
man  vote  on  the  Maryland  tobacco  law? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  voted 
against  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  In  committee  and  on 
the  floor  of  the  House? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Yes,  if  I 
voted  in  committee  on  it. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  in 
stating  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  recommended  62  million  wants  to 
give  a  complete  statement,  I  know,  and 
say  that  they  did  state  the  committee 
they  thought  was  too  great  a  reduction 
in  1  year,  they  had  no  objection  to  the 
figure  in  the  bill;  is  that  not  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  recollection? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  That  is 
true.  He  simply  said  he  believed  that 
62  million  was  the  acreage  that  should 
be  set  but  he  would  yield  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Gross,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  King  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  was  given  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  says  he 
believes  in  the  law  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  as  a  solution  for  the  farmers’ 
problems.  Does  the  gentleman  remem¬ 
ber  1932  when  the  farmers  produced  an 
abundance  and  could  not  sell  what  they 
produced?  Does  he  remember  the  num¬ 
ber  of  people  who  were  hungry  in  1932 
and  yet  could  not  buy  the  products  of 
the  farms? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Yes. 
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Mr.  GROSS.  You  had  both  supply 
and  demand  and  the  theory  did  not 
work,  did  it? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  It  would 
have  worked,  but  this  country  did  not 
let  it  work.  This  country  has  never  let 
the  law  of  supply  and  demand  work  in 
the  field  of  agriculture.  Our  history  for 
50  years  has  been  one  of  overstimulation 
by  the  Government  for  the  overproduc¬ 
tion  of  more  food  than  we  can  possibly 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  right  only  to  a 
degree.  The  law  of  supply  and  demand 
did  not  work  in  1932  because  the  medium 
of  exchange  was  in  too  few  hands. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  That 
has  kept  the  farmers  in  a  poor  bargain¬ 
ing  position  all  along. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  law  of  supply  and 
demand  has  seldom  worked  for  the 
farmers. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Let  us 
keep  the  Government  out  of  it  and  it 
will  work,  and  in  a  way  that  will  put 
the  farmers  in  a  better  position  than 
this  socialistic  program  will  ever  put 
them  in. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  can  give  us  any  idea  what  disposi¬ 
tion  is  going  to  be  made  of  the  $3  billion 
worth  of  foodstuffs  that  we  now  have 
on  hand?  I  have  listened  with  interest 
to  the  gentleman’s  statement.  We  talk 
about  the  law  of  supply  and  demand.  We 
have  an  overproduction,  the  Government 
is  buying  it  and  the  American  people  are 
paying  for  it.  What  are  we  going  to  do 
with  it? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Gavin,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  King  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  was  given  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Has  the  gentleman  any 
idea  what  disposition  is  going  to  be  made 
of  what  we  are  still  accumulating  and 
still  piling  up  more  of?  I  would  like  to 
have  an  expression  of  opinion  on  that. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  The  only 
thing  we  can  do  with  the  surplus  is  to 
give  it  away  or  exercise  the  right  of  any 
socialistic  government  in  prohibiting 
production  until  the  law  of  supply  and 
demand  is  adjusted.  Actually,  the  law 
of  supply  and  demand  is  inevitable.  No 
government  can  completely  obviate  it. 
It  can  only  delay  the  adjustment  that  is 
always  inevitable. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  this  66  million  acres  in¬ 
stead  of  the  60  million  that  the  Farm 
Bureau  recommends  will  probably  cost 
somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  a 
half  billion  dollars  additional  to  price 
support  the  wheat. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Well,  you 
figure  out  for  yourself  what  you  think 
it  would  take  to  make  the  adjustment 


when  we  have  in  Government  hands 
more  than  half  a  year’s  crop. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

[Mr.  McCarthy  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  section  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Gavin]. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mision  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  far  be  it 
from  me  to  pose  as  a  farmer,  but  these 
various  legislative  proposals  to  help  the 
farmer  have  sort  of  gotten  me  confused. 
I  have  listened  to  these  various  programs 
that  are  presented  here  from  time  to 
time  to  help  the  farmer  and  I  am  unable 
to  determine  whether  they  help  him  or 
hinder  him.  We  have  brought  in  the 
Republicans’  position  on  farm  policy, 
and  you  talk  about  Republican  foreign 
policy,  and  now  you  are  talking  about 
the  overall  policy  of  the  Republican  ad¬ 
ministration.  I  think  it  is  about  time 
that  we  look  this  whole  farm  pro¬ 
gram  over.  The  minute  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Benson  attempts  to  secure 
any  legislation  that  will  give  him  any 
flexibility  to  determine  what  is  best  for 
the  farmer  and  what  is  best  for  the  peo¬ 
ple  as  a  whole,  there  is  a  great  hue  and 
cry,  “We  cannot  do  this  and  we  cannot 
do  that,”  and  legislation  is  enacted  to 
hog-tie  him.  Why  not  give  him  a 
chance?  He  is  a  practical  realist  with 
good  sound  common  sense  and  I  know  he 
will  do  a  good  job  if  given  the  opportu¬ 
nity.  What  I  am  concerned  about  is  that 
we  have  $3  billion  worth  of  foodstuffs 
stored  in  warehouses  and  bins  scattered 
far  and  wide  all  over  the  country.  These 
commodities  are  depreciating  and  dete¬ 
riorating  and  ultimately  somebody  will 
have  to  pay  the  bill.  Who  is  going  to  pay 
the  bill?  The  American  people  are  going 
to  pay  the  bill.  Why  fool  ourselves  about 
that.  You  think  you  can  continue  these 
programs,  over  produce,  have  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  buy  up  the  overproduction  and 
not  pay  the  bill.  It  just  does  not  make 
sense. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  decline  to  yield  to  my 
very  good  and  very  able  friend  whom  I 
greatly  admire  as  my  time  is  limited. 

I  remember  when  I  was  requested  to 
talk  to  a  group  several  years  ago  and  I 
was  called  to  task  for  voting  against  the 
subsidy  programs  at  that  time.  “You 
are  against  subsidies.”  I  said,  “Yes,  I 
am  against  subsidies,  and  I  will  tell  you 
why  I  am  against  subsidies.”  This  was 
a  group  of  about  175  people,  and  it  was 
back  in  1946,  shortly  after  the  war. 

I  said,  “We  spent  five  or  six  billion  dol¬ 
lars  in  the  last  couple  of  years  for  subsi¬ 
dies  and  we  did  not  pay  our  bill.  We  did 


not  pay  for  the  subsidy  programs  as  we 
went  along.  We  put  them  on  an  already 
overburdened  debt,  to  pay  later.”  I  said, 
“I  want  to  tell  you  gentlemen  here  who 
have  charged  me  with  voting  against 
subsidies  that  during  the  war  you  were 
at  home,  you  had  good  jobs,  you  were 
getting  good  wages,  you  were  not  going 
in  on  the  beachhead  at  Anzio,  or  Salerno, 
or  Normandy  to  get  your  insides 
punched  out;  you  weren’t  getting  biased 
out  of  the  air  in  an  airplane,  and  you 
weren’t  being  cooped  up  in  a  submarine. 
You  had  good  jobs,  you  were  at  work  at 
good  wages  and  above  all  you  had  secu¬ 
rity.  But  you  didn’t  pay  your  bill  for  the 
subsidy.  You  put  the  bill  off  to  pay 
later” — an  accumulation  on  this  national 
debt  which  is  now  $267  billion.  I  said, 
“That  is  why  I  am  against  subsidies. 
You  did  not  pay  for  the  subsidies  as  you 
went  along.  You  put  it  off  to  pay  later, 
and  let  the  boys  who  were  over  there 
doing  the  fighting  for  you  come  back 
home,  take  off  their  coats,  and  go  out, 
find  a  job  and  earn  the  money  to  pay  the 
taxes  to  pay  for  your  subsidies,  the  priv¬ 
ileges  that  you  enpoyed,  while  you  had 
security  here  at  home  and  they  were  over 
there  doing  the  fighting.” 

All  of  these  programs  are  costing  us 
money.  How  long  can  we  continue  with 
these  programs  to  accumulate  tremen¬ 
dous  and  vast  surpluses  that  remain  un¬ 
used,  and  that  are  disposed  at  terrific 
losses  to  the  American  taxpayer?  It  is  a 
fallacy.  We  are  only  kidding  ourselves. 
Do  you  think  a  continuation  of  these 
programs  are  a  help  to  the  American 
farmer  and  taxpayer?  The  farmer  pays 
his  share  along  with  the  rest  of  us. 

You  say  it  is  help  for  the  farmer  and  it 
is  help  for  the  consumer,  high  prices  to 
the  farmer,  low  prices  to  the  consumer. 
But  I  wonder  if  anybody  ever  thinks  of 
who  is  going  to  pay  the  bill?  The  con¬ 
sumer  does  not  have  any  voice  here.  I 
never  hear  anybody  talk  about  the  peo¬ 
ple  that  pay  the  bill.  Continuation  of 
some  of  these  programs  will  wreck  the 
economy  of  the  country,  the  farmer  in¬ 
cluded.  You  priced  butter  out  of  the 
market.  You  have  millions  of  pounds 
you  do  not  know  what  to  do  with.  The 
American  people  are  anxious  to  buy  it 
if  you  would  put  it  at  a  price  within  rea¬ 
son  so  that  they  could  buy  it.  Sell  to 
the  people  at  a  price  they  can  afford  to 
pay.  Dispose  of  it  rather  than  have  it 
in  storage  to  spoil — take  the  loss  and  try 
to  work  out  some  programs  that  make 
sense. 

But  continue  with  your  parity  pay¬ 
ments  and  your  subsidy  payments  and 
your  acreage  allotments  and  all  the  rest 
of  this  confusion  piled  upon  confusion 
and  you  will  make  plenty  of  trouble  for 
the  people  of  the  Nation.  I  extend  my 
deepest  sympathy  to  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Benson;  he  has  a  tough  assign¬ 
ment.  Why  not  let  him  alone,  give  him 
a  reasonable  chance  to  carefully  analyze 
this  situation  and  these  programs  and 
see  if  he  cannot  develop  some  program 
that  will  benefit  not  alone  the  farmer 
but  the  American  people,  and  give  him 
an  opportunity  to  put  these  foodstuffs 
into  the  stomaches  of  hungry  people, 
without  making  the  American  people  pay 
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a  tax  to  put  these  commodities  into  the 
warehouses  and  store  them  up  to  de¬ 
teriorate,  rot,  and  go  to  waste. 

The  whole  thing  does  not  make  sense 
to  me.  I  know  you  gentlemen  are  think¬ 
ing  you  are  being  helpful  in  looking  after 
the  best  interests  of  your  respective  dis¬ 
tricts;  Kansas,  wheat;  Iowa,  corn;  Min¬ 
nesota,  butter,  eggs,  and  cheese;  Nebras¬ 
ka,  wool;  California,  citrus  fruits;  Texas, 
Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Louisiana, 
cotton;  Georgia,  peanuts  and  cotton; 
North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  and  Vir¬ 
ginia,  tobacco. 

It  is  going  to  be  difficult  to  work  out 
programs  that  will  satisfy  all  the  de¬ 
mands  of  the  various  States,  satisfy  the 
farmer,  satisfy  the  consumer,  effect 
economies,  balance  the  budget  and  re¬ 
duce  the  national  debt.  We  have  had 
these  programs  for  many  years  and  the 
results  have  been  unsatisfactory  and 
confusing.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
it  is  about  time  we  let  Secretary  Benson 
see  what  he  can  do  for  the  next  few  years 
without  restricting  him  and  hog-tying 
him  to  such  an  extent  that  he  cannot  do 
anything  but  yet  is  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  developing  the  agricul¬ 
tural  interests  of  the  Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired.  All  time  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  3.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  figure  “200” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “400.” 

Committee  amendments:  Page  4,  line  8, 
strike  out  “3”  and  insert  “2.” 

Page  4.  line  10,  strike  out  “figure  ‘200’  ”  and 
insert  “words  ‘two  hundred’.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

✓ 

[Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  4.  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress  (55 
Stat.  203),  as  amended,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence 
of  paragraph  (2)  the  language  “50  percent 
of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  com¬ 
modity  for  cooperators  for  such  marketing 
year  under  section  302  of  the  act  and  this 
resolution.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “50  percent  of  the  parity  price  per 
bushel  of  the  commodity,  as  of  August  1  and 
May  1,  respectively,  of  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  crop  is  harvested.” 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the 
figure  “15”  wherever  it  appears  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “25.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Page  4,  line  12,  strike  out  “4”  and  insert 
“3.” 

Page  4,  line  15,  after  “language”  insert 
“‘shall  be.” 

Page  4,  line  18,  strike  out  “  ‘50”  and  insert 
“on  wheat  shall  be  45.” 

On  page  4,  line  20,  strike  out  “the  com¬ 
modity,”  and  insert  “wheat”,  and  strike  out 
“August  1  and  May  1,  respectively,”  and  in¬ 
sert  "May  1.” 

On  page  4,  line  23,  strike  out  "figure  ‘15’  ” 
and  insert  “word  ‘fifteen’.” 


The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  national  acreage  allotment 
for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  less 
than  66  million  acres. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  5,  line  1,  strike  out  “5”  and  insert 
“4.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hope:  Page  5, 
line  1,  change  section  4  to  read:  "Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  law — (a)  the 
national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  less  than  66  million 
acres;  and  (b)  the  referendum  with  respect 
to  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  may  be  held  as 
late  as  August  15,  1953.” 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  offered  as  a  committee  amendment. 
However,  I  have  discussed  the  matter 
with  some  members  of  the  committee, 
particularly  those  from  the  wheat-grow¬ 
ing  sections,  and  all  of  them  have  agreed 
that  the  amendment  should  be  offered 
and  are  supporting  the  amendment. 

The  only  thing  that  this  amendment 
does,  the  only  change  it  makes  in  the 
bill,  is  to  provide  that  the  referendum, 
when  the  farmers  will  vote  upon  market¬ 
ing-  quotas,  may  be  held  as  late  as  August 
15  instead  of  not  later  than  July  25.  Un¬ 
der  existing  law,  the  Secretary  must  call 
for  a  referendum  and  set  the  time  for 
the  vote  not  later  than  July  25. 

Time  is  short.  This  legislation  has 
not  become  a  law.  It  will  not  become  a 
law  for  a  few  days.  The  Secretary  can¬ 
not  give  the  acreage  allotments  to  the 
States  or  to  the  counties  until  it  is  known 
what  the  national  acreage  allotment  will 
be. 

The  law  further  provides  that  each 
farmer  must  have  his  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  before  the  vote  is  held  on  market¬ 
ing  quotas.  You  can  see  that  the  time  is 
very  short  within  which  to  make  these 
allotments  to  the  States,  to  the  counties, 
and  to  the  farms. 

Furthermore,  someone  a  while  ago 
raised  the  question  about  an  educational 
campaign,  which  is  certainly  necessary 
in  order  to  explain  the  situation  to  the 
farmers  who  will  vote  on  the  marketing 
quota  program.  There  is  very  little  time 
left  to  carry  out  that  program. 

In  reply  to  the  question  asked  as  to 
whether  there  would  be  an  educational 
campaign,  I  am  very  glad  to  say  that  I 
know  the  Department  is  making  prepa¬ 
rations  for  such  a  campaign  through  the 
Extension  Service  and  other  agencies  of 
the  Government.  But  it  is  going  to  take 
time  to  do  it.  So  the  sole  purpose  of  the 
amendment  is  to  enable  the  allotments 
to  be  made  to  the  farms  and  an  educa¬ 
tional  plan  to  be  carried  out  before  the 
vote  on  marketing  quotas  takes  place. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE,  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 


Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  would  like  to  con¬ 
cur  in  the  statements  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  is  making.  It  is  a  tremend¬ 
ous  task  to  carry  out  the  information 
required  so  that  farmers  may  have  facts 
upon  which  to  base  their  opinions  in  a 
referendum,  and  I  think  it  is  highly  de¬ 
sirable  that  the  Department  with  a  cer¬ 
tain  number  of  men  of  experience  have 
additional  time  in  order  to  get  their 
statements  so  the  farmers  may  have  the 
facts. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  statement,  because  he  is  so  un¬ 
usually  well  informed  on  agricultural 
matters  I  know  that  he  realizes  the  seri¬ 
ous  conditions  that  confront  us  if  we 
do  not  adopt  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  6.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  this  act 
shall  become  effective  with  respect  to  the 
1954  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  5,  line  4,  strike  out  “6”  and  insert 
“5”;  strike  out  “Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4”  and 
insert  "Sections  1,  2,  and  3.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment: 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hope:  Page  5, 
line  7  insert: 

“Sec.  6.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub¬ 
section  (d)  to  read  as  follows: 

‘“(d)  In  making  any  determination  under 
this  act  or  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
with  respect  to  the  carryover  of  any  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity,  the  Secretary  shall  exclude 
from  such  determination  the  stocks  of  any 
commodity  acquired  pursuant  to,  or  under 
the  authority  of,  the  Strategic  and  Critical 
Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (60  Stat.  596)’.” 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  general  in  form  and  gen¬ 
eral  in  its  application;  and,  as  you  have 
noted  from  the  reading,  it  provides  that 
in  making  any  determination  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  carryover  of  any  agricultural 
commodity  the  Secretary  shall  exclude 
from  that  determination  the  stocks  of 
any  commodity  which  have  been  ac¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  or  under  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Mate¬ 
rials  Stockpiling  Act. 

At  the  present  time  this  amendment 
would  apply  to  only  one  commodity,  long- 
staple  cotton.  In  the  classification  of 
commodities,  long-staple  cotton  is  classi¬ 
fied  as  a  different  commodity  from 
cotton. 

The  situation  with  respect  to  long- 
staple  cotton  is  as  follows:  Under  the 
Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Act,  we 
have  acquired  a  considerate  supply  of 
long-staple  cotton.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  it  is;  it  is  a  military  secret,  and 
the  figures  cannot  be  divulged;  but  the 
supply  is  so  large  that  if  it  were  used  in 
determining  the  total  supply  of  long- 
staple  cotton,  the  result  would  be  that 
we  would  have  marketing  quotas  on 
long-staple  cotton  at  all  times  and  the 
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supply  would  further  be  so  large  that  if 
the  formula  of  the  law  were  applied  that 
there  could  be  no  quota.  In  other 
words,  in  the  case  of  long-staple  cotton, 
unless  we  pass  this  legislation,  then  we 
could  not  produce  any  long-staple  cotton 
without  subjecting  the  same  to  the  pen¬ 
alties  imposed  by  law  upon  growers  who 
produce  in  excess  of  their  marketing 
quotas.  Long-staple  cotton  is  produced 
in  this  country  in  only  one  State,  Ari¬ 
zona.  This  amendment  is  a  vital  matter 
to  the  producers  of  long-staple  cotton  in 
that  State.  It  has  been  carefully  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  I  have  been  instructed  to  offer 
it  as  a  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  This 
amendment  involves  only  long-staple 
cotton,  and  cotton  is  not  involved  in  any 
other  part  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  So  that 
when  it  comes  to  marketing  quotas  in 
the  original  bill  without  this  amendment 
the  application  is  only  to  wheat,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  here  that  would  de¬ 
termine  any  quotas  or  otherwise  for 
cotton. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  true.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  that  applies  to  cotton 
as  the  term  is  used  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  at  all.  The  remainder 
of  the  bill  applies  solely  to  wheat.  In 
the  case  of  this  particular  section  it  ap¬ 
plies  solely  to  long-staple  cotton. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Miller  of  Nebraska,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend 
the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  pur¬ 
suant  to  House  Resolution  273,  he  re¬ 
ported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gross. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  moves  to  recommit  the 
bill  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  with 
instructions  to  report  the  bill  back  forth¬ 
with  with  the  following  amendment:  On 
page  5,  line  3,  strike  out  “66,000,000”  and 
Insert  “62,000,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  Is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  ask  for  a  division. 

The  House  divided;  and  there  were — 
ayes  34,  noes  116. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present  and  make  the  point 
of  order  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  gentleman  made  his  point 
of  order  after  the  Chair  had  announced 
that  the  motion  had  not  prevailed. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  obliged 
to  overrule  the  gentleman.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  raised  the  point  of  order 
at  the  proper  time. 

The  Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
withdraw  my  point  of  order  that  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was 
rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMEND  SECTION  32  OF  THE  FIRE 
AND  CASUALTY  ACT 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  immediate  consideration  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  35. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  action  of  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  in  signing  the  enrolled 
bill  (S.  1839)  to  amend  section  32  of  the  Fire 
and  Casualty  Act,  so  as  to  provide  that  an 
agent  or  solicitor  may  secure  a  license  to 
solicit  accident  and  health  insurance  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  under  that  act  with¬ 
out  taking  the  prescribed  examination,  if 
he  is  licensed  under  the  Life  Insurance  Act, 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  rescinded:  and 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  be,  and  he  is 
hereby,  authorized  and  directed  to  reenroll 
the  bill  with  the  following  change,  namely: 
In  line  1  of  the  House  engrossed  amendment 
strike  out  the  words  “section  2  of  such  act” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "section  3  of 
such  act.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  concurrent  resolution  was 
concurred  in,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider 
was  laid  on  the  table. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  TOMORROW 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  II 
o’clock  tomorrow. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  have  until  midnight  tonight 
to  file  certain  reports. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  59  I  am  recorded  as  being  absent.  I 
was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  NEW  SOVIET  THREAT  IS 
ECONOMIC 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or¬ 
der  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  is  recognized  for 
30  minutes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  a  new  orientation  of  Russian 
policy  in  the  cold  war.  This  is  intended 
to  concentrate  heavily  upon  an  economic 
and  trade  war.  That  this  is  the  new  line 
in  the  Soviet  Union’s  cold  war  is  con¬ 
firmed  by  its  own  economic  buildup,  by 
its  ruthless  integration  of  the  economies 
of  the  satellite  countries  with  its  own 
and  by  its  recent  offers  of  trade,  particu¬ 
larly  to  the  United  Kingdom,  Italy, 
France,  West  Germany,  and  Japan. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  objec¬ 
tive  of  the  free  world  must  be  to  integrate 
itself,  first  to  enable  it  to  resist  the  at¬ 
tractions  of  Communist  bloc  trade,  and, 
second,  to  build  up  its  strength  econom¬ 
ically  to  the  maximum  for  the  coming 
showdown  in  the  economic  cold  war.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  an  active  policy  of  economic 
integration  of  the  free  world  is  vital. 
This  means  a  renewed  effort  to  facilitate 
trade;  to  reduce  and  eliminate  barriers 
and  obstructions  to  world  trade;  to  in¬ 
crease  overseas  private  investment  and 
economic  and  technical  assistance  in  or¬ 
der  to  develop  new  sources  of  wealth, 
particularly  in  the  underdeveloped  areas 
and  to  rehabilitate  the  plants  and  equip¬ 
ment  of  the  industrialized  nations. 
Rather  than  pulling  in  our  programs  for 
international  cooperation,  this  is  the  mo¬ 
ment  for  expansion.  Yet,  majority  con¬ 
gressional  opinion  appears  to  be  moving 
in  exactly  the  opposite  direction;  hence 
the  reason  for  this  speech,  that  much 
congressional  opinion  on  this  subject 
needs  to  change  in  the  security  interests 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  free 
world.  Such  a  change  to  a  vigorous  free 
world  trade  and  economic-development 
drive  should  be  the  basis  of  the  new  for¬ 
eign  policy  of  the  new  administration. 

Discontent  has  broken  out  violently  in 
Czechoslovakia  over  the  currency  reform 
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AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
.purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words 

6  “The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language 

7  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for 

8  apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

3  (b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new 

10  sentence  to  read  as  follows:  “The  reserve  acreage  set  aside 
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herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  he  used 
to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county 
allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on 
the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  cal¬ 
endar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed. 

(c)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words 
“The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less 
a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportion¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(d)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(c)  after  the  words  “on  the  basis  of”  the  language  “past 
acreage  of  wheat,”. 

(e)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  the  words  “such  county”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  me  figure 
“1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment,  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
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out  the  words  “two  hundred”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  figure  “400”.  >  : 

Sec,  3.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55 
Stat.  203 ) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Ity  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  para¬ 
graph  (2)  the  language  “shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the 
basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  cooperators 
for  such  marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act 
and  this  resolution.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “on  wheat  shall  he  45  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the  word  “fif¬ 
teen”  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “25”. 

Sec.  4.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law 

(a)  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of 
wheat  shall  not  be  less  than  sixty-six  million  acres;  and 

(b)  the  referendum  with  respect  to  the  1954  crop  of  wheat 
may  be  held  as  late  as  August  15,  1953. 

Sec.  5.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3  of  this  Act  shall  become 
effective  with  respect  to  the  1954  and  subsequent  crops 
of  wheat. 


4 


1  Sec.  6.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

2  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

3  thereof  a  new  subsection  “  (d)  ”  to  read  as  follows: 

4  “(d)  In  making  any  determination  under  this  Act  or 

5  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  with  respect  to  the. 

6  carryover  of  any  agricultural  commodity,  the  Secretary 

7  shall  exclude  from  such  determination  the  stocks  of  any  com- 

8  modify  acquired  pursuant  to,  or  under  the  authority  of, 

9  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (60 
10  Stat.  596)  A 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  25,  1953. 

Attest:  LYLE  0.  SHADER, 

Clerk. 
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of  Virginia  to  the  School  Board  of  Mecklen¬ 
burg  County,  Va.  (Rept.  No.  468). 

By  Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska,  from  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
with  an  amendment: 

H.  R.  1528.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  addition 
of  land  to  the  Appomattox  Court  House  Na¬ 
tional  Historical  Monument,  Va.,  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  469). 

By  Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska,  from  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
with  amendments: 

S.  630.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  conveyance 
for  public-school  purposes  of  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  land  in  Gettysburg  National  Military 
Park,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  470) . 

By  Mr.  DWORSHAK,  from  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs: 

S,  122.  A  bill  directing  the  conveyance  of 
certain  property  to  the  city  of  Rupert,  Idaho; 
with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  471). 

By  Mr.  MILLIKIN,  from  the  Committee  on 
Finance : 

H.  R.  6495.  A  bill  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  President  to  enter  into  trade  agree¬ 
ments  under  section  350  of  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes; 
with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  472). 


BILL  INTRODUCED 

Mr.  CORDON  introduced  a  bill  (S. 
2225)  relating  to  the  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  certain, public  lands  in 
the  State  of  Oregon,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  was  read  twice  by  its  title, 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


CIVIL  FUNCTIONS  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1954— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  KNOWLAND  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  5376)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  civil  functions  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
»  printed. 


HOUSE  BILL  REFERRED 

The  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  was 
read  twice  by  its  title  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry. 


CIVIL  FUNCTIONS  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1954 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  the  intention  of  the  acting  majority 
leader  that  tomorrow  the  Senate  shall 
meet  at  10  o’clock  in  the  morning  for 
consideration  of  the  civil  functions  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  In  a  few  moments  I 
shall  submit  a  proposed  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement,  reading  as  follows: 

Ordered,  That  during  the  further  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.  R.  5376,  the  Civil  Functions 
Appropriation  Act,  1954,  no  Senator  shall 
speaker  longer  than  15  minutes  on  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal,  and  that  de¬ 
bate  upon  the  bill  be  limited  to  3  horn's,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  Mr. 
Knowland  and  Mr.  Johnson  of  Texas. 

First,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  5376,  the 
civil  functions  appropriation  bill. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
5376)  making  appropriations  for  civil 
functions  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1954,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5376)  making  appropriations  for 
civil  functions  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1954,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  with 
amendments. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
propound  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  which  I  send  to  the  desk.  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Washington 
reserves  his  right  to  object  to  it. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  understand  a 
number  of  Senators  in  connection  with 
the  bill  would  like  to  make  some 
speeches  tomorrow  in  relation  to  the 
overall  public  power  program.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  in  almost  every  instance 
there  will  be  involved  the  presentation 
of  amendments.  I  have  discussed  the 
matter  with  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  and  with  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  and  I  understand  that 
there  will  be  ample  time  available  to 
Senators  desiring  to  speak  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  bill  on  the  subject  of  pub¬ 
lic  power. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Washington  that  the  civil  func¬ 
tions  appropriation  bill  was  reported 
unanimously  to  the  full  committee,  and 
that  all  Democratic  and  Republican 
Senators  joined  in  reporting  it  to  the 
full  committee.  It  was  reported  by  the 
full  committee  with  practically  the  en¬ 
tire  membership  present.  I  know  of  no 
controversy  with  respect  to  it.  I  would 
be  very  hopeful  that  the  bill  could  be 
taken  up  tomorrow  at  10  o’clock,  when 
the  Senate  convenes.  The  actual  debate 
on  the  bill  will  not  be  prolonged.  I  am 
sure  that  I  do  not  intend  to  use  an  hour 
and  a  half.  I  have  had  no  requests  for 
time  on  the  bill.  I  am  sure  that  we  could 
adjust  the  situation  and  provide  any 
reasonable  time  Senators  might  require. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  minority  leader  has  had  no 
requests  for  time  except  from  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]. 
So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  Senators 
to  whom  the  Senator  from  Washington 
has  referred  can  have  the  entire  hour 
and  a  half.  Furthermore,  so  long  as 
they  have  the  energy  to  prepare  amend¬ 
ments,  they  can  speak  for  15  minutes  on 
each  amendment.  I  hope  we  will  not 
have  the  situation  tomorrow  we  have 
today,  with  more  time  than  Senators. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  assure  the  acting  majority  leader  of 
my  desire  to  cooperate  with  him  in  ex¬ 
pediting  the  business  of  the  Senate  in 
order  to  conclude  consideration  of  the 
necessary  legislation,  much  of  which  ex¬ 


pires  prior  to  June  30,  next  Tuesday. 
I  am  sure  he  will  be  fair,  and  I  know 
the  minority  leader  will  also  be  fair. 
Under  the  circumstances,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  to  object. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  asks  unanimous 
consent  that,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  5376,  the  Civil  Func¬ 
tions  Appropriation  Act,  1954,  no  Sen¬ 
ator  shall  speak  longer  than  15  minutes 
on  any  amendment,  motion,  or  appeal, 
and  that  debate  upon  the  bill  be  limited 
to  3  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Knowland]  and  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson].  Is 
there  objection  to  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request?.  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  vacated  and  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  under  the  call  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EDWARD  KEATING 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  biogra¬ 
phies  of  ordinary  men  and  women  sel¬ 
dom  appear  except  on  churchyard  tomb¬ 
stones,  overshadowed  by  solemn  hem¬ 
locks,  murmuring  pines,  and  weeping 
willow  trees.  The  legends  on  these  mel¬ 
ancholy  monuments — 

As  brief  appendix  wear 

As  Tom  o’Shanter’s  luckless  mare. 

They  are  commonly  called  epitaphs. 
They  are  usually  limited  to  the  factual 
statement  that  on  a  certain  date  the  un¬ 
derlying  sleeper  was  born  and  that  on 
another  date  he  died — only  this,  and 
nothing  more.  *But  there  are  others  who 
because  of  notable  service  to  their  com¬ 
munity,  their  country,  or  the  world,  are 
eulogized  for  many  years  before  they 
set  out  upon  their  “farewell  journey  to 
the  promised  land.’’  These  enjoy  the 
comforting  realization  that  storied  urns 
and  animated  busts  will  be  erected  to 
commemorate  their  memory  after  they 
have  passed  into  the  vast  and  voiceless 
empire  of  the'  dead,  and  that  their 
praises  will  be  sung  long  after  they  have 
become — 

Brothers  to  the  Insensible  rock 
And  to  the  sluggish  clod,  which  the  rude 
swain 

Turns  with  his  share,  and  treads  upon. 

Of  one  of  these  I  venture  to  speak  to¬ 
day.  He  is  a — 

Pioneer  soul  who  has  blazed  his  path 

Where  highways  never  ran — 

Who  has  lived  by  the  side  of  the  road 

And  loved  and  served  his  fellow  man. 

He  is  well  known  to  the  Members  of 
this  body.  From  him  many  Senators 
have  received  valuable  support.  Lib¬ 
erals  throughout  the  country  highly  es- 
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teem  him  and  dearly  love  him.  His 
name  is  Edward  Keating.  Recently  he 
voluntarily  retired  as  the  editor  of  “La¬ 
bor,”  the  railroad  workers’  matchless  and 
inimitable  weekly  newspaper. 

It  was  my  privilege  and  pleasure  to 
become  acquainted  with  Mr.  Keating  as 
a  fellow  member  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  40  years  ago  in  the  early  days 
of  the  63d  Congress.  The  following  6 
years  we  happily  spent  together  in  Con¬ 
gress  Hall  Hotel: 

When  all  the  world  was  young,  lad, 

And  all  the  trees  were  green; 

And  every  goose  a  swain,  lad, 

And  every  lass  a  queen. 

Since  the  day  of  our  first  meeting  the 
friendship  between  us  has  been  as  ardent 
as  that  between  Jonathan  and  David  or 
that  between  Damon  and  Pythias.  It  has 
been  as  constant  as  the  Northern  Star. 

In  a  log  house  in  Kansas  on  the  9th 
day  of  July  1875,  Mr.  Keating  first 
opened  his  eyes  upon  a  world  in  which 
“man’s  inhumanity  to  man  makes  count¬ 
less  thousands  mourn” — a  universal  af¬ 
fliction,  to  the  allevation  of  which,  as 
we  now  know,  the  newcomer  was  destined 
to  devote  all  but  the  early  morning  time 
of  his  life. 

It  is  not  recorded  that  his  birth  was 
signalized  by  the  appearance  of  any  new 
star,  comet,  or  meteor,  or  that  the 
heavens,  in  any  other  manner,  blazed 
forth  the  glad  tidings  that  an  unusual 
babe  had  been  born.  So  far  as  known, 
no  generous  leprechaun  ever  told  young 
Ed  where  to  find  a  gold  mine.  No  ami¬ 
able  fairy  ever  waved  a  magic  wand  over 
his  cradle.  No  learned  Chiron,  such  as 
taught  Achilles,  ever  helped  him  to  ac¬ 
quire  worldly  wisdom. 

In  brief,  Ed’s  birth  and  youth  were 
similar  to  those  of  the  average  member 
of  that  innumerable  throng  which  sug¬ 
gested  the  expression,  “the  short  and 
simple  annals  of  the  poor.” 

When  he  was  only  3  years  old  death, 
“the  crowned  phantom”  that  never  slum¬ 
bers  nor  sleeps,  robbed  him  of  his  father. 
The  bereaved  mother  was  confronted 
with  the  heavy  responsibility  of  provid¬ 
ing  care,  comfort,  and  edu®ation  for  nine 
fatherless  children,  of  whom  Ed  was  the 
youngest.  In  worldly  goods  she  was  poor 
but  in  courage,  faith,  and  hope  she  was 
“richer  far  than  fancy  ever  feigned.” 

Suitable  homes  were  soon  found  for 
the  eight  older  children  among  relatives 
and  friends.  Then  the  energetic  mother, 
after  the  manner  of  the  Psalmist,  lifted 
up  her  eyes  unto  the  hills  from  whence 
cometh  strength,  and  Colorado  with  its 
abundant  hills,  towering  mountains,  and 
snow-capped  peaks  beckoned  her,  and  to 
Colorado  she  and  the  young  child  went. 
As  a  result  of  untiring  maternal  effort, 
Ed  started  through  an  excellent  public 
school  In  Pueblo  when  he  was  6  years 
old.  By  diligent  application  during  the 
next  7  years  he  acquired  a  more  thor¬ 
ough  education  than  the  average  person 
acquires  in  a  lifetime. 

At  the  age  of  14  he  obtained  employ¬ 
ment  as  a  copyholder  in  a  Denver  news¬ 
paper  office,  from  which  he  soon  rose  to 
heights  where  faithful  service  was  re¬ 
warded  with  fortune  that  rust  could  not 
corrupt  and  with  fame  that  thieves  could 
not  break  through  and  steal.  Natural 


aptitude,  unusual  efficiency,  and  never- 
failing  devotion  to  duty  combined  to  win 
for  him  rapid  promotions.  At  the  age  of 
27  he  became  the  managing  editor  of 
the  leading  daily  newspaper  in  the  inter¬ 
mountain  West,  and  the  youngest  of  all 
such  editors  of  first-class  newspapers  in 
the  United  States.  The  publishers  of 
that  unique  catalog  of  national  celebri¬ 
ties  entitled  “Who’s  Who  in  America” 
promptly  included  Keating’s  name  in 
their  list  of  immortals,  where  it  has  ever 
since  remained. 

He  served  as  auditor  of  the  city  of 
Denver  fi'om  1899  to  1901;  as  a  member 
of  the  Denver  Charter  Convention  in 
1903;  and  as  president  of  the  Colorado 
State  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  from 
1911  to  1913.  He  was  president  of  the 
Denver  Press  Club  from  1905  to  1907.  In 
the  latter  year  he  became  the  president 
of  the  International  League  of  Press 
Clubs. 

He  discharged  the  duties  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  offices  he  held  in  such  a  thor¬ 
oughly  satisfactory  manner  that  in  1912 
the  people  elected  him  Congressman  at 
large  from  Colorado.  The  immortal 
Woodrow  Wilson  convened  the  63d  Con¬ 
gress  in  extraordinary  session  on  the  7th 
of  April  1913,  and  on  that  day  Congress¬ 
man  Keating  began  his  brilliant  con¬ 
gressional  career  of  three  successive 
terms.  Immediately  after  taking  his 
oath  of  office  he  entered  upon  the 
performance  of  his  official  duties  with 
the  vision  of  a  prophet,  the  zeal  of  a 
crusader,  and  a  mind  as  bold  in  promot¬ 
ing  peace  as  Napoleon’s  was  in  fomenting  • 
war.  He  vigorously  and  constructively 
helped  to  enact  some  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  laws  and  to  effectuate  some  of  the 
most  notable  reforms  ever  recorded  in 
the  history  of  the  Nation.  He  was  not 
just  another  Congressman.  During  the 
entire  period  of  his  service  in  the  House 
he  was  habitually  outstanding  among  its 
most  famous  Members  who,  at  that  time, 
included  such  illustrious  ones  as  Champ 
Clark,  “Uncle  Joe”  Cannon,  Alben  W. 
Barkley,  Oscar  Underwood,  James  R. 
Mann,  Cordell  Hull,  Carter  Glass,  John 
Nance  Garner,  and  Sam  Rayburn. 

Keating  became  a  member  of  the  Labor 
Committee  of  the  House  and  later  chair¬ 
man  of  the  labor  bloc  of  that  body  which 
was  composed  of  Congressmen  selected 
by  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 
because  of  their  demonstrated  friend¬ 
ship  for  those  who  live  by  toil. 

The  following  are  typical  illustrations 
of  the  many  priceless  services  Keating 
rendered : 

He  sponosored  and  persuaded  the 
House  to  adopt  a  resolution  to  investi¬ 
gate  the  Colorado  coal  strike,  which 
raged  from  September  1913  till  April 
1915.  Historically  the  miners  lost  their’ 
battle,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  before  the 
strike  ended  practically  every  miner  in 
southern  Colorado  had  become  a  member 
of  the  United  Mine  Workers  of  America, 
and  had  thus  obtained  assurance  of  a 
highet  standard  of  living  and  a  greater 
reward  for  his  hazardous  labor  than  the 
miners  of  that  region  had  ever  before 
enjoyed. 

Keating  was  the  author  of  the  first 
child-labor  bill  and  of  the  first  model 
minimum-wage  bill  for  women  and  chil¬ 


dren  that  the  Congress  ever-  translated 
into  law. 

He  was  the  youngest  but  nevertheless 
one  of  the  most  active  and  useful  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  important  commission  which 
devoted  13  months  of  exacting  toil  to  the 
burdensome  task  of  classifying,  for  the 
first  time,  the  whole  vast  army  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees. 

At  the  urgent  request  of  the  chieftains 
of  the  various  railroad  brotherhoods, 
Congressman  Keating  piloted  through 
the  House  the  Adamson  bill  which  estab¬ 
lished  the  8-hour  day  for  railroad  work¬ 
ers  from  coast  to  coast. 

During  his  6  years  of  congressional 
service  he  demonstrated  surpassing  abil¬ 
ity  as  an  orator  and  a  debater.  His  able 
and  eloquent  address  entitled,  “The 
Courage  of  Woodrow  Wilson,”  delivered 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  in  March 
1914,  is  one  of  the  few  congressional 
speeches  included  in  Albert  Mason  Har¬ 
ris’  well-known  volume  Selected  Ora¬ 
tions. 

In  the  year  1919  fifteen  standard  rail¬ 
road  labor  organizations  established  a 
national  weekly  newspaper  in  Washing¬ 
ton  which  was  christened  Labor.  Its 
particular  purpose  was  to  provide  rail¬ 
road  employees,  tjieir  families,  and  their 
friends  the  truthful  and  unbiased  news 
of  the  world.  Its  general  purpose  was  to 
protect  the  defenseless  many  against  ex¬ 
ploitation  by  the  powerful,  greedy  few, 
and  promote  the  welfare  of  all  the  law- 
abiding  in  the  land.  Mr.  Keating  was 
unanimously  chosen  to  manage  this  im¬ 
portant  enterprise.  He  was,  by  natural 
ability,  education,  and  experience,  ideally 
qualified  for  the  undertaking.  What  the 
Bennetts  were  to  the  New  York  Herald, 
what  Greeley  was  to  the  New  York  Trib¬ 
une  and  what  Grady  was  to  the  Atlanta 
Constitution  Keating  has  been  to  Labor. 

On  the  day  of  its  first  publication  in 
1919,  the  paper  had  a  deficit  of  $35,000, 
and  no  subscribers.  Largely  as  the  result 
of  Mr.  Keating’s  33  years  of  skillful  man¬ 
agement  and  able  editorship,  Labor  now 
owns  its  own  modern  plant  and  office 
building.  It  has  almost  a  million  paying 
subscribers.  It  has  a  $5,000  cash  reserve. 
It  does  not  owe  a  cent. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  would  it  not 
be  well  for  the  statesmen  who  are  now 
frantically  but  vainly  striving  to  balance 
the  Nation’s  budget  to  appeal  to  Mr. 
Keating  and  the  railroad  brotherhoods 
to  help  solve  this  important  governmen¬ 
tal  problem? 

To  Ed  Keating’s  everlasting  fame. 
Labor  is  today  the  most  widely  read  and 
the  most  influential  labor  publication  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere.  Its  habitual 
veracity,  its  lofty  ethical  standards,  its 
ceaseless  crusade  for  the  right,  and  its 
constant  resistance  to  the  wrong  have 
endeared  it  to  all  the  reading,  thinking 
progressives  in  the  Nation.  For  three 
decades  Labor  has  uniformly,  nonparti- 
sanly,  and  effectually  helped  to  elect 
liberal  candidates  to  membership  in  the 
United  States  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  It  is  one  of  the  very  few 
publications  that  has  fully  justified 
Henry  Ward  Beecher’s  assertion  that 
“newspapers  are  the  schoolmasters  of 
the  common  people”  and  “our  national 
glory.”  Labor’s  rapid  progress  from  its 
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12,  DROUGHT  BELIEF,  The  .Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  ("but  did 

not  actually  report)  with  amendments  S.  2267,  to  provide  emergency  aid  to  farmer: 
and  stockmen  in  the  drought  areas*  The  ,fDaily  Digest"  states,  "The  principal  , 
amendment  approved  would  .strike  out  emergency  assistance  in  furnishing  feed  and 
seed,  as  provided  in  the  "bill,  on  the  basis  that  such  assist  ape  e  may  "be  given 
under  Public  Law  875  of  the  81st  Congress”  (p,  D662), 

*  *  ». '  '  1  ■•  •  •  < 

13,  WHEAT  h  aXiTIi G  QUOTAS,  An  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Subcommittee  ordered  report¬ 

ed  to  the  full  committee  S,  2099 *  to  emend  the  wheat  marketing  quota,  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933  (p«  D662),  '  '  '  • 


14,  F0  HIGH  AID,  Senator  Humphrey  urged  the  conferees  on  the  .foreign  -aid  bill  to 
find  ”a  means  of  utilizing  the  .surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  the  abund¬ 
ance  of  American  farm  production,, *«.  and  inserted  a  Washington  Evening  Star  edi¬ 
torial,  on  this  subject  (pp,  840 6-8), 

5,  COiAuITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Sen,  Johnson,  Tex, ,  was  excused 'from  further  service  as 
a  member  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee.;-  and  Sen,  McClellan  was  assigned 
to  the  Judiciary  Committee  "to  fill  an  existing  vacancy  thereon”,  (p,  8340). 

4  1  * 

16,  TREATIES,  Received  a  certified  copy  of  an  International  .Convention  To  Facilitate 

Importation  of  Commercial  Samples  and  Advertising  Material,  and  the  State  De¬ 
partment  Secretary^  report  thereon  (Exec.  Q.  83rd  Cong,);  to  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  (p.  8408),:  >  •  .  »  • 

’  •  ’  ...  * 

17, -  T-.AiiSFORTATlOL,  -  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  ordered  reported 

(but  did  not  actually  report)  without  amendment  S.  281,  to  extend  power  to  the 
ICC  to  authorize  discontinuance  of  certain  intrastate  railroad  services;  and 
■  with  amendments  S,  539,  to  auth.orize  .the  ICC  to  make  mandatory  the  installa~  . 
tion  of  certain  railroad  communications  systems,  and-H,  R,  2236,  to  establish 
a  Commission  on-  Area  Problems  -of  the  Greater  Washington  -Metropolitan  Area 

(p.  D663),  .  .  1  •  • 

Ak  '■  *  .  ♦  ,  •,;.?*  •  *  \  ‘  * 

_3,  FOx . DIGIT  TRADE.  Tha  .IntersteJ-e’  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  ordered  reported 

ion,  in  lieu  of  S.  1962,  expressing  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  export  containers  be  marked  with  the  words  "United  States  of 
America”  (p.  D663), 

19.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  resolutions  from  the  American. public  Power  Ass‘n. 

and  the  Ore,  State  Federation  of- Lab. or  favoring  redevelopment  of  Uiagara  Falls' 
power  by  "appropriate-  public  agencies”;  and  construction  of  the  Hells  Canyon 
dam,  respectively  (pp.  8341,'  -8342). 

2D.  ITATUxiAL. RESOURCES.;  FORESTRY,  Received  Ore,  State  Federation  of  Labor  resolutions^ 
commending  "-Sen,  Morse  and  his  colleagues  in  their  efforts  to  safeguard  and  de»- 
velop  our  natural  resources, ♦ .for  all  the  people...";  and  favoring^ a  deduction  j 
...  .  of  $200  yearly  for  income  tax  purposes  for  fire  figh.ters  for  dual  food  expenses 

while  fighting  fires  (p.  8342). 

State  ;  #  ' 

21.  PERSONNEL.  Received  Ore, /Federation  of  Labor  resolutions  opposing  legislative 

•  riders  to  appropriation  bills,  which  injure,  the  rights;  and  privileges  of  Federal,-., 
employees;  favoring  a-  salary  -increase  for  Federal  employees;  urging  ongress 


to  support  the  program  of  the  A.  F,  of  L,  Government  Employees  *  Council  in 
Washington,  D.  C. ;  and  opposing  annual-leave  legislation  detrimental  to  Fed¬ 
eral  workers  (pp.  8342,  8343)*  — — — 

22.  HOLIDAY,  Received  an  Ore,  State  Federation  of  Labor  resolution  favoring  S,  8Q5 
making  the  first  Tues,  after  the  first  Hon,  in  lov.  in  every  even-numbered  year 
a  legal  holiday  (pp.  8342-3). 

•  1 

23*  APPROPRIATIONS,  Passed  with  amendments  F,  R.  524 6,  the  Labor-HEV  appropriation 
bill  for  1954  (pp*  8355-404).  Sens.  Thye,  Khowland,  Bridges,  Young,  Chavez, 
Russell,  and  Fill  were  appointed  as  conferees  (p.  8404). 

Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  the  committee,  all  its  amendments  (some  with  amendments  as  indicated 
below)  (pp.  8355-7).  ’ 

By  Sen.  Morse,  to  a  committee  amendment,  increasing  by  $200,000  funds  for 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (p.  8369). 

By  Sen.  Thye,  increasing  by  $426,000  funds  for  the  Office  of  Education 
(pp.  8369-70). 

By  Sen,  Aiken,  increasing  by  $170,000  funds  for  the  Mexican  farm-labor  ( 
program  (pp.  8395-7). 

,  By  Sen.  Potter,  increasing  by  $1,150,000  funds  for  Office  of  Vocational 
Rehabilitation  (pp.  8374-7). 

By  Sen,  Hayden,  to  a  committee  amendment,  increasing  by  $210,000  funds  for 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  (pp.  8359-60). 

s  '  . 

24.  OOP  SUKER  IFTER  >;STS.  Sen.  Gillette  inserted  his  statement  explaining  seven  reso¬ 
lutions  he  introduced  recently,  S,  Res.  128  through  134,  which  would  provide  for 
investigations  by  7  different  standing  committees  of  the  effect  of  major  legis¬ 
lation  upon  ultimate  consumer  interests  (pp,  835I-2). 

25.  PSRSOErBL  ALID'.ALCES,  Sec.  640  of  F,  R.  5969,  the  defense  annronriati on  bill  foi 

1954,  provides  as  follows:  ”Fo  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  payment  to  any  United  States  citizen  resi¬ 
dent  in  one  of  its  Territories  or  possessions,  of  any  station,  subsistence, 
quarters,  or  other  foreign  duty  allowances  over  and  above  the  authorized  pay 
and  allowances  for  comparable  grade  or  rating  in  the  continental  United  States 
unless  such  person  is  serving  outside  the  Territory  or  possession  in  which  he 
is  resident.” 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

V 

26.  ./ATER  OOFSERVATIuR.  H,  R,  6112,  by  Rep,  Curtis,  Feb,,  to  facilitate  the  develop. 

ment  and  construction  of  water  conservation  facilities  by  States  and  municipal¬ 
ities;  to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (p«  8338). 

27#  DISASTER  RELIEF,  K.  R,  6129,  by  Rep.  Philbin,*  creating  a  Government-owned  cor¬ 
poration  to  insure  against  certain  disasters;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 
(p.  8339). 

F.  R.  6139,  by  Rep.  McCormack,  to  alien-/  States  during  major  diaasters  to  ust 
or  distribute  certain  surplus  equipment  and.  supplies  of  the  Federal  Government; 
to  Public  Works  Committee  (p.  8339). 

'  \  t  ' 

28.  GRAIN  STORAGE,  F.  R,  6137,  by  Rep,  Martin,  la.’,  and  H.  R.  6138,  by  Rep.  Curtis, 
Feb,,  to  provide  tax  incentive  for  the  creation  of  additional  grain  storage 
facilities;  to  'hys  and  Means  Committee  (p,  8339). 
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Senate  passed  Labor-Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  appropriations,  and  bill 
loaning  vessels  to  Italy  and  France. 

House  passed  97  miscellaneous  measures. 

Senate  Committees  on  Agriculture,  Interstate  Commerce,  and  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  voted  to  report  bill  on  drought  relief,  and  numerous  miscel¬ 
laneous  measures  and  nominations. 


Bills  providing  school  facility  and  construction  assistance  cleared  for  House 
debate  by  Rules  Committee. 

Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  8341-8355 

Bills  Introduced:  20  bills  and  2  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  as  follows:  S.  2297  to  S.  2316;  and  S.  Res.  135  and 

136.  Pages  8344,  8350 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

S.  2314,  to  prevent  transmission  of  certain  gambling 
information  in  interstate  commerce  by  communications 
facilities  (S.  Rept.  500) ;  and 
S.  Res.  135,  providing  an  additional  $150,000  to  con¬ 
tinue  investigations  now  being  made  by  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  (interstate  crime, 
merchant  marine  subsidy  program,  and  other  matters) 
and  extending  authority  therefor  through  July  1,  1954 
(no  written  report) — referred  to  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration.  page  8344 

Committee  Assignments:  Senator  Hoey  was  excused 
from  further  service  on  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  and  Senator  McClellan  was  assigned  to 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  page  8340 

Labor-HEW  Appropriations:  Senate  passed  with 
amendments  H.  R.  5246,  Labor-Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  appropriations  for  1954,  after  taking  the  fol¬ 
lowing  actions  on  amendments: 

Adopted:  All  committee  amendments  (some  with 
amendments  as  indicated  below) ;  Hayden  amendment 
(to  committee  amendment)  increasing  by  $210,000 
funds  for  Bureau  of  Employment  Security;  Morse 
amendment  (to  committee  amendment)  increasing  by 
$200,000  funds  for  Food  and  Drug  Administration; 
Smith  (New  Jersey)  amendment  increasing  by  $198,000 
funds  for  Office  of  Secretary,  Department  of  Labor; 
Cooper  amendment  increasing  by  $250,000  funds  for 


Office  of  Solicitor,  Department  of  Labor;  Thye  amend¬ 
ment  (on  behalf  of  committee)  providing  that  land 
lying  within  Boulder  Canyon  project  reservation  shall 
be  considered  Federal  property  for  school  purposes; 
Humphrey  amendment  to  increase  funds  for  Bureau 
of  Labor  Standards  by  $150,000;  Aiken  amendment 
(to  committee  amendment)  increasing  by  $100,000 
funds  for  salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau; 
Smith  (New  Jersey)  amendment  increasing  by  $250,000 
funds  for  NLRB ;  Bush  amendment  earmarking  $5  mil¬ 
lion  rather  than  $10  million  of  funds  for  unemployment 
compensation  grants  to  States  for  meeting  increased 
costs  resulting  from  State  law  changes;  Thye  amend¬ 
ment  increasing  by  $426,000  funds  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Office  of  Education ;  Thye  amendment  increas¬ 
ing  by  $151,000  funds  for  salaries  and  expenses,  Office 
of  the  Secretary,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare;  on  division  vote,  Malone  amendment  increas¬ 
ing  by  $119,000  funds  for  Veterans  Employment  Service; 
Potter  amendment  increasing  by  $1,150,000  funds  for 
Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation;  by,  43  yeas  to  41 
nays,  Hill  amendment  (to  committee  amendment)  in¬ 
creasing  by  $15  million  funds  for  hospital  construction, 
PHS  (motion  to  reconsider  this  vote  was  tabled) ;  on 
division  vote,  Aiken  amendment  increasing  by  $170,000 
funds  for  salaries  and  expenses,  Mexican  farm  labor 
program ;  by  39  yeas  to  38  nays,  Langer  amendment  in¬ 
creasing  by  $1,300,000  funds  for  grants-in-aid  for  TB 
control,  PHS ;  modified  Gore  amendment  increasing  by 
$1  million  funds  for  hospitals  and  medical  care,  PHS; 
and  several  Thye  amendments  of  a  technical,  clarifying 
nature;  and 

Rejected:  On  division  vote,  Murray  amendment  in¬ 
creasing  by  $500,000  funds  for  NLRB;  on  division  vote, 
Douglas  amendment  (to  committee  amendment)  in¬ 
creasing  by  $750,000  funds  for  salaries  and  expenses, 


D661 


D662 

Wage  and  Hour  Division;  on  division  vote,  Payne 
amendment  (to  committee  amendment)  increasing  by 
$500,000  funds  for  salaries  and  expenses,  Wage  and  Hour 
Division. 

Senate  requested  conference  on  the  bill  and  appointed 
as  conferees  Senators  Thye,  Knowland,  Bridges,  Young, 
Chavez,  Russell,  and  Hill.  Pages  8355-8404 

Drought  Relief:  Authority  was  granted  to  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  report,  following  recess 
of  Senate  today,  S.  2267,  to  provide  for  additional  emer¬ 
gency  assistance  to  farmers  and  stockmen.  page  8404 

Vessels  to  Italy  and  France:  Senate  passed  without 
amendment  S.  2277,  authorizing  loan  of  two  submarines 
to  Italy,  and  an  aircraft  carrier  to  France.  pages  8404-8405 

Canal  Zone  Employees:  Senate  made  its  unfinished 
business  S.  2038,  authorizing  cash  relief  for  certain  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Canal  Zone  Government.  pages  8405-8406 

Treaty  Received:  International  Convention  To  Facili¬ 
tate  Importation  of  Commercial  Samples  and  Advertis¬ 
ing  Material,  dated  at  Geneva  November  7,  1952,  was 
received  (Exec.  Q,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.) — referred  to 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  page  8408 

Nominations:  The  nominations  of  Eldon  C.  Upton,  Jr., 
of  Louisiana,  to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Board,  and  of  Guy  Farmer,  of  D.  C.,  to  be  a  member 
of  the  NLRB,  were  received,  along  with  14  Navy  nomi- 
nations.  Poge  8408 

Program  for  Wednesday:  Senate  recessed  at  7:26  p.  m. 
until  noon  Wednesday,  July  8,  when  it  will  consider 
S.  2038,  relief  for  certain  employees  of  the  Canal  Zone, 
to  be  followed  by  S.  Res.  115,  increasing  to  $50,000  limit 
of  expenditures  for  Select  Committee  on  Small  Busi¬ 
ness,  S.  16,  immunity  of  congressional  witnesses,  S.  1396, 
broadcasting  of  baseball  games,  and  S.  2239,  to  amend 
Atomic  Energy  Act  relative  to  long-term  electric-utility 
contracts.  S.  2267,  emergency  assistance  to  farmers  and 
stockmen,  will  be  considered  when  it  is  reported. 

Committee  Meetings 

(Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

AGRICULTURAL  LOANS 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry:  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with 
amendments  S.  2267,  to  provide  for  additional  emer¬ 
gency  assistance  to  farmers  and  stockmen.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  amendment  approved  would  strike  out  emergency 
assistance  in  furnishing  feed  and  seed,  as  provided  in  the 
bill,  on  the  basis  that  such  assistance  may  be  given  under 
Public  Law  875  of  the  81st  Congress. 

WHEAT 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry :  Subcommittee 
met  in  executive  session  for  consideration  of  S.  2099, 
to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 


July  7 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  and  ordered  the 
bill  favorably  reported  to  the  full  committee.  Full  com¬ 
mittee  will  meet  tomorrow  for  executive  consideration 
of  this  bill. 

APPROPRIATIONS— DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Subcommittee  resumed 
its  hearings  on  H.  R.  5969,  Defense  appropriations  for 
1954,  with  testimony  from  the  following  representatives 
of  the  Defense  Department  in  favor  of  restoration  of 
funds  cut  from  the  House  bill: 

Adm.  William  M.  Fechteler,  Chief  of  Naval  Opera¬ 
tions;  Vice  Adm.  James  L.  Holloway,  Chief  of  Naval 
Personnel;  Gen.  Lemuel  C.  Shepherd,  Jr.,  Comman¬ 
dant,  U.  S.  Marine  Corps;  and  Rear  Adm.  Edward  A. 
Solomons,  Deputy  Comptroller,  Navy; 

Lyle  S.  Garlock,  Deputy  Comptroller  of  the  Budget, 
Defense  Department;  and 

H.  L.  Pearson,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
and  Maj.  Gen.  Francis  W.  Farrell,  Deputy  Assistar 
Chief  of  Staff,  G-3,  Army. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

INVESTIGATIONS— OVERSEAS 
INFORMATION  CENTERS 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Permanent 
Subcommittee  on  Investigations  continued  its  investiga¬ 
tions  on  overseas  information  centers,  and  had  as  its  wit¬ 
ness  Arnaud  d’Usseau,  a  New  York  playwright,  who 
refused  to  say  whether  he  is  a  Communist  or  was  a  Com¬ 
munist  when  he  wrote  Deep  Are  the  Roots,  and  Mrs. 
Paul  Robeson,  of  New  York,  who  stated  that  she  is  a 
loyal  American,  but  refused,  on  grounds  of  possible  self- 
incrimination,  to  say  whether  she  is  or  ever  was  a  Com¬ 
munist.  Hearings  continue  July  9. 

HAWAII  STATEHOOD 

1 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Committee 
continued  its  hearings  on  S.  49,  to  grant  statehood  to 
Hawaii,  with  testimony  in  opposition  to  the  bill  from 
Representative  Smith  of  Virginia.  Also  testifying  was 
Richard  English,  a  writer  from  Beverly  Hills,  Calif., 
whose  testimony  was  with  regard  to  communism  in  the 
Territory.  Hearings  continue  July  9. 

TUNGSTEN  ORES 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Committee 
met  in  executive  session  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R. 
2824,  to  encourage  the  discovery,  development,  and  pro¬ 
duction  of  tungsten  ores  and  concentrates,  and  re¬ 
referred  the  bill  to  its  Subcommittee  on  Minerals  and 
Fuels  for  further  consideration. 

MINING  CLAIMS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Minerals  and  Fuels  held  hearings  on  S.  1397, 
to  clarify  the  status  of  mining  claims  in  area  held  under 
an  oil  and  gas  prospecting  permit  or  lease,  and  to  en¬ 
courage  the  exploration  and  development  of  fissionable 
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HIGHLIGHTS*  Senate  debated  drought-relief  bill0-  Senate,  committee  reported  Internation¬ 
al  YJie at  Agreement  and  measure  to  carry  it-  out .  ..  House  Rules  Committee  cleared 
drought-relief  bill.'  House  committee  reported  bill  designating  50th  anniversary 
of  farm  demonstration  work.  House  passed  bill  for  education  aid  in  Federal  areas, 

I  .  A!f 


••  .  .  .  .  -  .  .  SENATE  v  -  4  -• 

1#  DROUGHT  RELIEF.  Began  debate  on  S.  2267,  the  drought-relief  bill,  which  had  been 
reported  with  amendments  by  the  Agriculture  and' Forestry  Committee  earlier  in 
the  . day  (S#  Rept*  501) (pp,  8409,  8429-31,  8446-64)*  Agreed,  to  all  committee  • 
amendments  except  that  one  of  the  amendments,  relating  to  selection  of  the  re¬ 
view  committees,  was  modified  (pp,  8454-5).  Sen.  Kerr  presented  an  amendment  to 
require  price  supports  on  beef  cattle  at  90%  of  parity  (pp.  8455-63).'  Sen* 
Griswold .  offered  an  amendment  to  this  amendment,  to  direct  purchase  of  brood  cows 
at'  10' cents  a  pound  or  more  (pp#  8463-4). 

2.  .WHEAT#  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  without,  amendment  S#  J.  Res,  97, 

to  carry  out  the  new. International  Wheat  (  Agreement  (p#  8410)# 

The  Committed  also'reported  the  Agreement  without  reservation  (p.  8410)# 

The  ’’Daily  Digest”  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  de¬ 
ferred  action  on  H#  R#  5451,  regarding  wheat  marketing  quotas,  until  July  10,  ' 
when  it  will  ^’consider  the  July  1  crop  report  prior  to  recommending  a  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment  of  wheat  for  1954  (p#  D670)» 

Sen,  Anderson  inserted  a  Washington  Post  editorial  analyzing,  the  wheat-, 
surplus  problem  (pp#  8465-6)# 

The  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S»  Res. 
127,  authorizing  the  Agriculture,  and  Forestry  Committee  \o  investigate  imports 
of  unfit,  wheat  from  Canada  (S*  Rept.  506) (p.  8412)#  -  w 

A  *S 

3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H#  R# 

5690,  the  ..second  independe  at  .offices  appropriation  bill,  which  includes  funds  for 
Veterans’  ’Administration.  Tennessee  Valley 'Authority,  and  the  Selective  Service 

ft/  ■ 


System  (Sf#  Rept. ' 502) (p»  0412)* 


4*  TIJDER  STATISTICS*  Received  from'<the.,  Commerce  Department  a  proposed  bill  to 
repeal  the  act  authorising  the  Census  Bureau  to  collect  and  publish  statistics 
of  redcedar  shingles,;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 'Committee  (p*  8411)* 


5.  FLOOD  DAI  ACS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  Army  letter  describing  flood  damage  in 
7  inn.  recently  (pp, '8422-3).' 


3.  RURAL-TELEPHONE  LOANS.  Sen,  Humphrey  commended  the  rural-telephone  loans  program 
and  inserted  USDA  questions  and  answers  regarding  it  (pp,  8423-5)# 


7.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Nilliams  stated  .that  dual  benefits  are  "accumulated  under  the. 
Social  Security  Act  and  the  Civil -Service  Retirement  Act',  'objected  to  such  pro¬ 
cedure,  and  inserted  a  Civil  Service  Commission  letter  concurring  with  his  ob¬ 
jective  (pp,  8426-9)#  .... 


3,  EXPENDITURES .  Sen,  Flanders  discussed  the  budget  deficit,  defended  the  rise  in 
U.  S.  bond  interest  rates  and  continuation  of  the  excess  profits'  tax,  and  urged f~ 
reduction  of  defense  expenditures  to  balance  the  budget  (pp.  8440-2)* 


9#  C0L1 ITTE2  ASSIGN!  HIT.  Sen,  Hoey,  instead  of  Sen,  Johnson  of  Tex*,  was  excused 
from  the  Government  Operations  Committee  (see  Digest  124)* 


HOUSE 


10,  DROUGHT  RELIEF.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  fcr  consideration  of 
H.  R*  6054,  to  authorize  emergency  loans  and  supplies  for  drought  relief  (p* 
3507)# 


11#  EXTENSION  NCRK.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H*  J*  Res* 
lol,  requesting  the  President  to  designate  1953  as  the  50th  anniversary  year  of 
farm  demonstration  work  (H.  RCpt',  740(p#  8507). 

120  ELECTRIFICATION,  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
_  H#  R<>  4351,  relating  to  Niagara  power  development  (p.  8507)#  ' 

13*  EDUCATION,  Pas sed. without  amendment  11.  R,  6049,  to  provide  a  temporary  program 
of  assistance  in  school  construction  in  federally  affected  areas  (pp, 3486-504)# 

•  '  .  r 

14.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Nays  and  T'eans  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not 

actually  .report)  H.  R«  5894,  to  amend  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  to  provide  pro¬ 
tection  for  American  farmers,  etc.,  and  H#  R.  5377,  to  simplify  customs  proce¬ 
dures  (p.  D675). 

15#  TAXATION,  The  Nays  and  Leans  Committee  reported  without'  amendment  H©  R.  5898,  to 
extend  the  excess -profits  tax  until  Dec.  31,  1953  (H#  Kept.  743)  (p<j  8508)# 

v’’  *  ‘  . 

16.  PERSONNEL.  S.  2324,  by  Sen.  Nilliams,  to  prohibit  dual  coverage  under  the  Social 

Security  Act  and  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act;  to  Finance  Committee  (p„8414)< 

17.  FORESTRY,  S.  2325,  by  Sen,  Anderson,  to  provide  for  conveyance  of  certain  lands 

in  the  Santa  Fe  National  Forest,  I!,’ Lex#;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
(p#  8414)# 


1$.  LEGISLATIVE  REPORTS.  H.  R.  6160,  by  Rep --bitten,  to  provide  a  staff  to  make  re¬ 
ports  on  proposed  legislation  and  to  analyze  legislative  reports  from  executive 


Wednesday,  July  8,  1953 


Daily  Digest 


HIGHLIGHTS 

Senate  began  consideration  of  drought  relief  bill,  and  adopted  four  routine 
resolutions  involving  Senate  expenditures. 

House  passed  bills  on  school  construction  assistance  and  unemployment 
insurance. 

Senate  Appropriations  Committee  approved  second  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  and  Banking  Committee  approved  bill  providing  for  sale  of 
Government-owned  rubber  plants. 

Six-month  extension  of  excess-profits-tax  law  approved  by  House  committee. 

Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  8410-8425 

Bills  Introduced:  n  bills  and  3  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  as  follows:  S.  2317  to  S.  2327;  S.  J.  Res.  97;  S.  Con. 
Res.  39;  and  S.  Res.  I37.  Pages  8413-8415 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

S.  2267,  to  provide  for  additional  emergency  assistance 
to  farmers  and  stockmen  (reported  after  recess  of  Senate 
July  7)  (S-  Rept.  501) ; 

H.  R.  5690,  second  independent  offices  appropriations 
for  1954,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  502) ; 

H.  R.  5302,  to  provide  for  an  additional  Assistant  Post¬ 
master  General  (S.  Rept.  503); 

H.  R.  2236,  to  establish  a  Commission  on  Area  Prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Greater  Washington  Metropolitan  Area 
(S.  Rept.  504) ; 

H.  R.  4091,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
of  1930  so  as  to  make  the  exclusion  from  such  act  of  tem¬ 
porary  employees  of  Congress  inapplicable  to  such  em¬ 
ployees  who  are  appointed  at  an  annual  rate  of  salary 
(S.  Rept.  505) ; 

S.  Res.  127,  providing  $15,000  for  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  to  continue  the  investigation  of 
Canadian  wheat  imported  as  unfit  for  human  consump¬ 
tion  (S.  Rept.  506) ; 

H.  R.  4557,  to  permit  construction  of  radio  stations, 
and  granting  authority  to  the  FCC  to  waive  the  require¬ 
ment  of  a  construction  permit  (S.  Rept.  507) ; 

H.  R.  4558,  relating  to  the  time  within  which  the  FCC 
must  act  on  protests  filed  thereunder  (S.  Rept.  508) ; 

H.  R.  4559,  relating  to  offenses  or  penalties  under  the 
Federal  Communications  Act  (S.  Rept.  509) ; 

S.  Res.  137,  increasing  by  $160,000  the  limit  of  ex¬ 
penditures  under  S.  Res.  106  of  the  83d  Congress  by  the 


Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration  (no  written 
report) ; 

S.  Res.  124,  to  pay  certain  funeral  expenses  of  the  late 
Senator  Smith  of  North  Carolina,  with  amendment  (no 
written  report) ; 

S.  Res.  123,  authorizing  additional  expenditures  of 
$10,000  by  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
during  83d  Congress  (no  written  report) ; 

S.  Res.  125,  authorizing  additional  expenditures  of 
$10,000  by  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  during  83d 
Congress  (no  written  report) ;  and 
S.  J.  Res.  97,  amendment  of  International  Wheat 
Agreement  Act  of  1944  (see  Exec.  Rept.  No.  4). 

Poges  8409-8410,  8412 

Bills  Referred:  64  House-passed  bills  and  1  House- 
passed  concurrent  resolution  were  referred  to  appro¬ 
priate  committees.  pages  84i  5-841 6 

Bills  Re-referred:  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  was  discharged  from  further  consideration  of 
S.  1619  and  S.  1620,  to  encourage  discovery,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  production  of  tungsten  ores  and  concentrates 
in  the  U.  S.,  its  Territories  and  possessions,  and  the  bills 
were  re-referred  to  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs.  Page841S 

Bill  Placed  on  Calendar:  H.  R.  4905,  to  amend  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1946,  was  ordered  to  be  placed  on 
calendar.  Poge84i6 

Canal  Zone  Employees:  S.  2038,  authorizing  cash  relief 
for  certain  employees  of  the  Canal  Zone  Government, 
after  brief  debate,  was  by  unanimous  consent  referred 
to  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

Pages  8425-8426 

D669 


D670 
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Small  Business  Committee  Expenditures:  S.  Res.  115, 
increasing  to  $50,000  limitation  of  expenditures  of  Select 
Committee  on  Small  Business,  was  adopted,  after  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  was  agreed  to.  Pages  8431-8433 

House  Sergeant  at  Arms:  H.  J.  Res.  292,  authorizing 
Lyle  O.  Snader  temporarily  to  serve  concurrently  as 
Clerk  and  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  at  his  present  salary,  was  adopted,  clearing 
the  bill  for  the  President.  Pages  8443-8445 

Baseball:  Under  unanimous-consent  agreement,  Senate 
debated  S.  1396,  to  authorize  the  adoption  of  certain 
rules  with  respect  to  the  broadcasting  or  telecasting  of 
professional  baseball  exhibitions  in  intertsate  commerce, 
but  upon  demand  for  regular  order,  the  bill  returned  to 
its  place  on  the  calendar.  Pages  8433,  .8443 

Routine  Resolutions  Adopted:  The  following  three 
routine  resolutions  were  adopted:  S.  Res.  123,  author¬ 
izing  additional  expenditures  of  $10,000  by  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  during  83d  Congress; 
S.  Res.  124,  to  pay  certain  funeral  expenses  of  the  late 
Senator  Smith  of  North  Carolina,  with  committee 
amendment;  and  S.  Res.  125,  authorizing  additional 
expenditures  of  $10,000  by  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  during  83d  Congress.  page  84 1 3 

Drought  Relief:  Senate  considered  S.  2267,  to  provide 
for  additional  emergency  assistance  to  farmers  and 
stockmen,  adopting  all  committee  amendments  (one 
with  a  clarifying  amendment). 

Pending  at  recess  was  Griswold  amendment  proposing 
methods  of  reductions  in  number  of  cattle  to  establish 
economic  balance  between  beef  supply  and  demand,  as 
a  substitute  for  Kerr  amendment  authorizing  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  institute  price  support  to  beef  pro¬ 
ducers  at  90  percent  of  parity.  Pages  8429-8431,  8446-8464 

Texas  Water  Supply:  A  study  prepared  by  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  Department  of  the  Interior,  entitled 
“Water  Supply  and  the  Texas  Economy”  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  as  a  Senate  document.  poge  8416 

Treaty  Reported:  Agreement  revising  and  renewing 
International  Wheat  Agreement,  signed  at  Washington 
April  13-27, 1953,  by  U.  S.  and  governments  of  44  other 
countries  (Exec.  H,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  (Exec.  Rept. 
No.  4).  Page  8410 

Confirmations:  25  civilian  nominations  were  con¬ 
firmed,  including  that  of  Owen  Clarke,  of  Washington, 
to  be  an  Interstate  Commerce  Commissioner. 

Pages  8468-8469 

Nominations:  i  civilian  and  669  Army  nominations 

Were  received.  Pages  8466-8468 

Program  for  Thursday:  Senate  recessed  at  6:56  p.  m. 
until  noon  Thursday,  July  9,  when  it  will  continue  on 
S.  2267,  emergency  assistance  to  farmers  and  stockmen, 


July  8 

to  be  followed  by  S.  16,  immunity  for  congressional 
witnesses,  and  a  series  of  four  executive  agreements  on 
German  debt  settlement. 

Committee  Meetings 

{Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

WHEAT 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry :  Committee 
met  in  executive  session  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R. 
5451,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  but  deferred 
any  action  thereon  until  Friday,  July  10,  at  which  time 
it  will  met  to  consider  the  July  1  crop  report  prior  to 
recommending  a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment 
of  wheat  for  1954. 

APPROPRIATIONS— SECOND 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Committee  completed 
marking  up  H.  R.  5690,  second  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriations  for  1954,  and  ordered  the  bill  favorably  re¬ 
ported  with  amendments.  As  approved,  the  bill  would 
provide  for  a  total  of  $5,238,002,664,  a  decrease  of 
$46,367,000  from  the  House-passed  figure  of  $5,284,- 
369,664. 

APPROPRIATIONS— AIR  FORCE 

Committe  on  Appropriations:  Subcommittee  continued 
its  executive  hearings  on  H.  R.  5969,  Defense  appropri¬ 
ations  for  1954,  with  testimony  from  the  following  Air 
Force  officials,  accompanied  by  their  associates,  all  re¬ 
questing  restoration  of  funds  cut  in  the  House-passed 
version  of  the  bill:  Secretary  Harold  E.  Talbott;  Under 
Secretary  James  H.  Douglas;  Assistant  Secretary  H.  Lee 
White;  Gen.  N.  F.  Twining,  Chief  of  Staff;  Lt.  Gen. 
E.  E.  Partridge,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Operations;  and 
Maj.  Gen.  M.  J.  Asensio,  Director  of  Budget.  Hearings 
continue  tomorrow. 

MILITARY  REAL  ESTATE  PROJECTS 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Subcommittee  on  Real 
Estate  and  Military  Construction  approved  the  follow¬ 
ing  projects: 

Air  Force  Acquisition  No.  60,  National  Tea  Co., 
Chicago; 

Air  Force  Acquisition  No.  135,  Webb  Air  Force  Base, 
Tex.; 

Air  Force  Acquisition  No.  143,  Los  Angeles  County, 
Calif.; 

Navy  Acquisition  No.  81,  San  Diego,  Calif.; 

Navy  Acquisition  No.  84,  San  Diego,  Calif.; 

Navy  Acquisition  No.  90,  Naval  Supply  Depot,  San 
Diego,  Calif.; 

Navy  Acquisition  No.  91,  Cape  May,  N.  J.;  and 
Air  Force  Disposal  No.  2,  Tyndall  Air  Force  Base, 
Fla.  (Red  Fish  Point). 


83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  2099 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  9  (legislative  day,  July  6),  1953 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Monroney  to  the 
bill  (S.  2099)  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  4,  after  line 
24,  insert  the  following : 

1  (c)  By  inserting  in  paragraph  (7),  immediately  after 

2  the  first  sentence  thereof,  the  following:  “A  farm  marketing 

3  quota  on  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  during  the  marketing 

4  }^ear  beginning  in  1954  to  any  farm  located  within  any  area 

5  in  which  there  has  occurred  during  the  calendar  year  1953  a 

6  major  disaster  as  determined  by  tbe  President  under  section 

7  2  (a)  of  tbe  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  authorize  Federal 

8  assistance  to  States  and  local  governments  in  major  disasters, 

9  and  for  other  purposes’,  approved  September  30,  1950.” 
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j  ©F  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

J  Issued  .  July  13,  3.953" 

OppICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  For  actions  of  July  10  and  11*,  1953 

(For  Department  Staff  Only}  33rd-lst,  Nos®  127  and  128 
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‘  SENATE  -  July  10 

,  r  .  *■ 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R»  5690,  the  second  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill  for  1954,  which  includes  funds  for  the  Tennessee  Valley  Auth¬ 
ority,  Veterans 5  Administration,  and  Selective  Service  System  (pp®  o742-84K 
Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (p*  8784).  Agreed  to  a  corrmttee  amendment  to 
clarify  the  proviso  that  the  cutting  off  of  the  4  percent  gratuity  on  loans  to 
veterans  for  the  purchase  or  construction  of  homes,  farms  and  b^sl^®  Pr°Pe^.7  . 
bv  September  1  1953,  would  not  apply,  to  loans  previously  made*”  Agreed  to. a 

oo^uee. provision  that  unier  any contract  between  a  State- 
aid  the  Veterans’  Administration  for  OK^ana  training.  etc.,. the  State  or  sub 
division  shill  not  be  liable  for  disallowed  subsistence  allowances  unless  th 
State  or  subdivision  shared  in  the  blame.  Agreed  to  a 

4--  - - ■Pi-v-do  w  :1  itn.nnn  for  resource  development  by  T\A*  Rejected  a 

Kef awe^amendment  liicr eas ing  TVA  byT^OOO^OO®  The  conmttee  repo^ states  • 
the  follovdng  regarding  TVA*  "The  committee  -directs  the  .Authority  by  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year  1954  .to  turn  over  . to  Federal,  .State,  .or  local  goyernmen  s  o 
■  public  or  private  agencies  the  responsibility  for  continuing  their  respective 
parts  of  the  resource  development  program® f 

,  UK EAT.'  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  j^Daily 

5451,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  law  (S.  Ropt.  520)(p.  800).  The  Daily 
Digest"  statess  "The  major  amendment  approved  by  the  committee  would  decrease 
from  66  to  61  million  acres  the  minimum  1954  wheat  acreage  allotment"  (p.  D684). 


' This  bill  was  made  the  unfinished  business  (p.  8792)* 

Agreed,  without  amendment,  to  3*  Res#  127,  to  authorize  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  cbmmittee  to  investigate  importation  of  unfit  wheat  from  Canada  (p. 
8736).  -  . 

Sen.  Knowland  announced  that  it  is  intended  to  debate  the  International 
TJheat  Agreement  today  (p#  8749). 
r,  .  •  Foreign 

3.  F CRSIGI!  TRADE.  The  Interstate  and/Commerce  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

3.  Con*  Res.  40,  favoring  the  placing  of  the  inscription  " United  States  of 
America"  on  containers  of  American-made  goods  for  export  (S.  Kept.  514)(p*8733). 

HOUSE  -  July  10 

4.  DROUGHT  RELIEF  •  Received  the  conference  report  on  R.  R.  6054,  the  drought-relief 
■  bill  (H.  Kept.  769) (pp.  8703-4).  The  conference  substitute  in  general  follows  . 

the  provisions  of  the  House  version.  The  following  were  anong^he  actions  of  the 
'  conferees*  Inserted  "established"  before  "farmers  and  stockmen" .  Struck  out  the 
“limitation  that  local  loan  committees  must  be  appointed  from. local  financing 
'institutions  and  livestock  operators-.  Adopted  the  House  provision  for  emergency  . 
assistance  in 'furnishing  feed  and  seed  except  that  the  specific  authorization  t 
-•/.  waive  payment  was  eliminated.  Restored  the  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  use 
ary  part  .of  .the  Department  in  carrying  out  the  bill.  Rest’ored  the  Senate  provi-  • 
sion  on  security  for  loans. 

5.  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H*  R.  5710,  to  extend  and  amend  th£ 

Nutual  Security  Act  (H.:  Rept.  770) (pp.  8720-6).  The  conferees  agreed  upon  an 
authorization  of  ,>5pl57,232,500,  compared  with  a  House  figure  of  y4, 998, 732, 500 
and  a  Senate  figure  of  ^5,318,732,500.  Agreed  to  a  modified  version  on  use  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  requiring  that,  of  the  funds  authorized,  not 
less  than  :„j 100, 000,000  and  not  more  than  j250,000,000  "shall  be  used  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  finance  the  purchase  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities."  (The 
House  conferees1  statement  says  the  provision  for  "indirect"  financing  "is’ to 
permit  reimbursement  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  commodities  supplied 
from  its  stocks." )  Under  the  modified  provision,  sale  of  agricultural  surpluses 
for  local  currencies  is  authorized,  and  such  currencies  are  to  be  kept  in  a 
special  U.  S.  account  and  nay  be  utilized  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  the 
legislation  wdthout  appropriation  by  Congress;  local  currencies  so  acquired  may.- 
be  spent  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  t'utual  Security  Act*  and  special  precau- 
.  tions  are  to  be  taken  to  prevent  disposing  of  surpluses  in  a  manner  which  would 
displace  normal  market  arrangements  and  to  insure  that  maximum  use  will  be  made 
of  private  trade  channels. 

6.  FCA  REORGANIZATION;  FOR  SIGN  'FADS;  FOOD  INSPECTION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported 

resolutions  providing  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R*  4353 »  the  FCA  reorganization 
bill;  H.  R.  5877.  the  customs-simplification  bill;  and  H.  R*  5740,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  providing  for  certain  authority  for  factory 
inspection  (p.  8727). 

7f  RESEARCH.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Bankhead— 
Jones  Act  so  as  to  broaden  the  authority  to  carry  on  research  under  contract;  to 
Agriculture  Committee  (p.  872?).  The  Senate  received  this  proposed  legislation 
on  July  11;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  8794). 

8.  TAXATION.  Passed  without  amendment,  325*77.  H.  R.  5&98|  to  extend  the  excess- 
profits  tax  until  Dec.  31,  1953  (pp«  8665—TOl).  - 
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Mr.  Aiken,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  II.  R.  5451] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a 
recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  amendments. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

On  June  30,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  proclaimed  marketing 
quotas  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat,  the  first  wheat  crop  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  effective  since  1942.  During  the  inter¬ 
vening  years  since  1942  farmers  have  expanded  their  production  at  the 
request  of  the  Government,  new  areas  have  come  into  production,  and 
the  passage  of  time  and  new  laws  have  made  certain  provisions  of  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  law  obsolete  or  ineffective.  These  and  other 
factors  make  some  revision  of  the  quota  law  imperative  at  this  time. 
H.  R.  5451  is  designed  to  accomplish  this  necessary  revision  and  to 
provide  for  marketing  quotas  that  will  be  fair  and  workable  for  1954 
and  subsequent  crops. 


PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

H.  R.  5451,  with  the  committee  amendments,  would  make  the 
following  changes  in  the  marketing  quota  provisions  applicable  to 
wheat: 

(1)  It  would  provide  a  national  acreage  allotment  reserve  for 
counties  in  which  new  areas  have  come  into  production.  Allotments 
to  States  and  counties  are  based  on  their  previous  10-year  seeded 
acreage.  Counties  which  contain  large  areas  first  seeded  to  wheat 
26000 
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within  the  latter  part  of  this  period  would  consequently  receive  very 
low  allotments  in  relation  to  their  currently  seeded  acreage,  and  both 
old  and  new  producers  in  those  counties  would  suffer  drastic  cuts  in 
acreage  if  the  relief  provided  by  the  bill  were  not  accorded  them. 
The  bill  provides  that  not  to  exceed  1  percent  of  the  Nation’s  allot¬ 
ment  may  be  reserved  to  be  allotted  to  such  counties  on  the  basis 
of  need. 

(2)  It  would  place  reserves  for  new  farms  on  a  State  basis  instead 
of  a  county  basis.  County  reserves  are  frequently  either  too  small  to 
provide  adequate  relief,  or  larger  than  required.  State  reserves  would 
provide  more  adequate  and  equitable  relief. 

(3)  It  would  give  statutory  recognition  to  the  use  of  past  acreage 
of  wheat  as  a  factor  in  making  farm  allotments.  This  constitutes  no 
change  from  present  practice. 

(4)  It  would  bring  the  Barden  amendment  (sec.  335  (d)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938)  relating  to  farms  acquired  for 
national-defense  purposes  up  to  date  by  making  it  applicable  only  to  \ 
farms  acquired  in  1950  or  thereafter.  Owners  of  farms  acquired  by 
the  Government  prior  to  1950  have  either  received  the  benefit  of  the 
Barden  amendment  or  built  up  an  adequate  wheat-producing  history. 

(5)  It  would  provide  for  effective  marketing  penalties,  and  repeal 
obsolete  provisions.  The  15-cents-a-busliei  penalty  provided  for  by 
section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  was  superseded 
by  paragraph  (2)  of  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  which  provided 
for  a  marketing  penalty  equal  to  50  percent  of  the  loan  rate  under 
section  302  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  Section  302 
was  repealed  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  leaving  the  matter  of 
marketing  penalties  in  a  somewhat  ambiguous  position.  S.  3510 
was  passed  by  the  Senate  in  the  81st  Congress  to  correct  this  situation 
in  a  manner  similar  to  that  provided  by  the  bill,  but  was  not  passed  by 
the  House.  The  bill  would  repeal  section  339  and  amend  Public  Law 
74  to  provide  for  a  marketing  penalty  for  wheat  equal  to  45  percent 
of  the  parity  price.  The  provision  now  contained  in  paragraph  (2) 
for  marketing  penalties  for  corn  is  subject  to  the  same  ambiguity  as 
the  wheat  provision.  The  corn  provision  would  be  stricken  out  by 
the  bill,  but  determination  of  the  appropriate  penalty  for  corn  will  be  . 
left  to  such  later  legislation  as  may  relate  to  corn-marketing  quotas.  (, 

(6)  It  would  provide  for  an  increased  minimum  acreage  allotment 
for  the  1954  crop  in  order  to  permit  a  more  gradual  adjustment  in 
acreage.  The  law  at  present  prescribes  a  minimum  national  allotment 
of  55  million  acres;  and  it  appears  that,  in  the  absence  of  new  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  allotment  will  be  proclaimed  at  that  figure.  This  would 
require  a  reduction  of  nearly  30  percent  in  planted  acreage  in  a  single 
year  which  might  cause  individual  hardships  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
result  in  impairment  of  the  country’s  agricultural  producing  plant,  a 
risk  which  should  be  avoided  particularly  in  view  of  the  present  state 
of  world  affairs.  The  bill  would  therefore  provide  for  a  minimum 
acreage  allotment  of  61  million  acres. 

(7)  It  would  permit  the  producer  referendum  for  the  1954  crop  to  be 
delayed  until  as  late  as  August  15,  1953.  The  referendum  would 
otherwise  be  required  to  be  held  before  July  25,  which  would  not  allow 
sufficient  time  for  the  Department  to  provide  farmers  with  their 
acreage  allotments  before  the  referendum. 
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In  addition  the  bill  would  exclude  stocks  acquired  under  the 
Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stockpiling  Act  from  the  computation 
of  carryover  for  any  agricultural  commodity.  Since  these  stocks  are 
held  for  emergency  purposes  rather  than  as  part  of  the  normal  supply, 
they  should  not  be  taken  into  account  in  comparing  total  supply  with 
normal  su pply. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS 

The  committee  amendments  to  the  bill  would — 

(1)  Strike  out  the  provisions  increasing  the  normal  production  and 
planted  acreage  criteria  for  exempt  farms  to  400  bushels  from  200 
bushels,  and  to  25  acres  from  15  acres.  On  the  basis  of  the  15-acre 
criterion  1,036,098,  or  51.6  percent,  of  the  2,066,589  farms  producing 
wheat  in  1950  (the  last  year  for  which  figures  were  available  to  the 
committee)  would  have  been  exempt  from  quotas.  On  the  basis  of 
a  25-acre  criterion  1,301,732,  or  64.8  percent  of  such  farms,  would 
lave  been  exempt.  Figures  showing  the  effect  of  increasing  the  nor¬ 
mal  production  criterion  were  not  available  to  the  committee.  Ex¬ 
emption  of  these  additional  farms  might  cause  serious  interference 
with  the  marketing  quota  program,  and  wheat  farmers  subject  to 
quotas  might  be  reluctant  to  vote  for  quotas  if  so  many  additional 
farms  were  to  be  exempt.  Only  farmers  who  would  be  subject  to 
quotas  are  entitled  to  vote  in  the  referendum,  so  exempting  these 
additional  producers  would  disfranchise  them. 

(2)  Repeal  section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
which  provides  for  a  marketing  penalty  of  15  cents  a  bushel  and  which 
has  been  superseded  by  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  and  by  section 
3  of  the  bill. 

(3)  Make  the  minimum  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  61 
million  acres  instead  of  66  million  acres  as  provided  by  the  bill  as  it 
jiassed  the  House  of  Representatives. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
•eported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 

TITLE  III - PARITY  PAYMENTS,  CONSUMER  SAFEGUARDS,  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Sec.  301. 

******* 

( d )  In  making  any  determination  under  this  Act  or  under  the.  Agricultural  Act 
of  19f9  with  respect  to  the  carryover  of  any  agricultural  commodity,  the  Secretary 
shall  exclude  from  such  determination  the  stocks  of  any  commodity  acquired  pursuant 
to,  or  under  the  authority  of,  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act 
(1 60  Stat.  596). 

Sec.  334.  (a)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,  shall 
be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  deter¬ 
mined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under  previous  agricultural 
adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather 
conditions  and  for  trends  in  acreage  during  such  period.  The  reserve  acreage  set 


4 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS 


aside  herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used  to  make  allotments  to 
counties ,  in  addition  to  the  county  allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional  allotment  because  of 
reclamation  and  other  new  areas  coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten 
calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage 
allotment  is  proclaimed. 

(b)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per 
centum,  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  tn  subsection  ( c )  of  this  section,  shall 
be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  among  the  counties  in  the  State,  on  the  basis  of 
the  acreage  seeded  for  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment 
is  determined  (plus,  in  applicable  years,  the  acreage  diverted  under  previous  agri¬ 
cultural  adjustment  and  conservation  programs),  with  adjustments  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions  and  trends  in  acreage  during  such  period  and  for  the  promotion 
of  soil-conservation  practices. 

(c)  The  allotment  to  the  county  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary,  through 
the  local  committees,  among  the  farms  within  the  county  on  the  basis  of  past 
acreage  of  wheat,  tillable  acres,  crop-rotation  practices,  type  of  soil,  and  topography. 
Not  more  than  3  per  centum  of  [such  county]  the  State  allotment  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  farms  on  which  wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  threoi 
marketing  years  immediately  preceding  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allot# 
ment  is  made. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the  allotments  estab¬ 
lished,  or  which  would  have  been  established,  for  any  farm  acquired  in  [1940] 
1950  or  thereafter  by  the  United  States  for  national-defense  purposes  shall  be 
placed  in  an  allotment  pool  and  shall  be  used  only  to  establish  allotments  for 
other  farms  owned  or  acquired  by  the  owner  of  the  farm  so  acquired  by  the 
United  States.  The  allotment  so  made  for  any  farm,  including  a  farm  on  which 
wheat  has  not  been  planted  during  any  of  the  three  marketing  years  preceding 
the  marketing  year  in  which  the  allotment  is  made,  shall  compare  with  the  allot¬ 
ments  established  for  other  farms  in  the  same  area  which  are  similar  except  for 
the  past  acreage  of  wheat. 


[penalties] 

[Sec.  339.  Any  farmer  who,  while  farm  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  markets 
wheat  in  excess  of  the  farm  marketing  quota  for  the  farm  on  which  such  wheat 
was  produced  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  of  15  cents  per  bushel  of  the  excess  so 
marketed.] 


Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress 

*  *  *  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) — 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  A 

(2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are  in  effect,  the  produce! 
shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the  farm  marketing  excess  of  corn  and  wheat. 
The  rate  of  penalty  [shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the 
commodity  for  cooperators  for  such  marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Act 
and  this  resolution]  on  wheat  shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel 
of  wheat,  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  26  (legislative  day,  June  8),  1953 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

July  10  (legislative  day,  July  6),  1953 
Reported  by  Mr.  Aiken,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words 

6  “The  national  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language 

7  ”,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for 

8  apportionment  as  provided  in  this  subsection,”. 

9  (b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new 
10  sentence  to  read  as  follows:  “The  reserve  acreage  set  aside 
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herein  for  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used 
to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addition  to  the  county 
allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  on 
the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas 
coming  into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  cal¬ 
endar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed/’ 

(c)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words 
“The  State  acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less 
a  reserve  of  not  to  exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportion¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(d)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(c)  after  the  words  “on  the  basis  of”  the  language  “past 
acreage  of  wheat,”. 

(e)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  the  words  “such  county”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “the  State”. 

(f)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (d)  the  figure 
“1940”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  -33h  -{4f  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  ef  493&j  as  amended,  is  amended  fey  striking 
out  the  words  -two  hundred”  and  inserting  in  lion  thereof 
the  figure  ‘4-00”.  Section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (53  Stat.  55),  is  repealed. 
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ss  im 


Sec.  Public  -Law  4A-,  Seventy-seventh 
Statr  2Q3fj  as  amended?  is  amended  as  follows : 

-faf  By  striking  ent  in  the  seeend  sentenec  of  para 
graph  -(£)-  the  language  “shall  be  hO  pee  centum  of  the 
basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  foe  coopcratoes 
foe  sneh  marketing  year  under  section  302  of  the  Aet 
and  this  resolution;’-  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  the  lan¬ 
guage  Aur  wheat  shall  he  4h  pee  centum  of  the  parity 
price  pee  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  -May  4  of  the  calender 
year  in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.”. 

-{hf  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  -f4f  the  word  fif¬ 
teen”  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  hen 
thereof  the  figure  — 2-5-A 

Sec.  3.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55 
Stat.  203),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the 
second  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  the  language  “shall  be  50 
per  centum  of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for 
cooperators  for  such  marketing  year  under  section  302  of 
the  Act  and,  this  resolution .”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
language  “on  wheat  shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  crop  is  harvested.” . 


Sec.  4.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law 
(a)  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of 
wheat  shall  not  be  less  than  sixty  sis  sixty-one  million 
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acres;  and  (b)  the  referendum  with  respect  to  the  1954  crop 
of  wheat  may  he  held  as  late  as  August  15,  1953. 

Sec.  5.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3  of  this  Act  shall  become 
effective  with  respect  to  the  1954  and  subsequent  crops 
of  wheat. 

Sec.  6.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  subsection  “  (d)  ”  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  In  making  any  determination  under  this  Act  or 
under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  with  respect  to  the 
carryover  of  any  agricultural  commodity,  the  Secretary 
shall  exclude  from  such  determination  the  stocks  of  any 
commodity  acquired  pursuant  to,  or  under  the  authority  of, 
the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (60 
Stat.  596)  ” 

Passed  the  House  of  Kepresentatives  June  25,  1953. 

Attest:  LYLE  0.  SNADEK, 

Clerk. 
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The  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  the  expiration  of  the  recess. 

-  Rev.  Hamilton  P.  Fox,  minister,  Wil¬ 
son  Memorial  Methodist  Church,  Balti¬ 
more,  Md.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God  our  Father,  we  would 
stand  penitent,  reverent,  and  receptive 
in  Thy  presence.  Forgive  our  sins,  and 
grant  us  the  privilege  of  working  to¬ 
gether  with  each  other  arid  with  Thee 
in  common  interests  of  Thy  holy  will. 
Give  us,  we  pray,  humility  of  spirit, 
clarity  of  vision,  correctness  of  under¬ 
standing,  and  fearless  courage  that  we 
may  both  know  and  do  that  which  is 
good.  May  our  eyes  not  be  dazzled  by 
the  superficial  brilliance  of  things.  May 
our  ears  not  be  deafened  with  the  allur- 
'ing  and  confusing  noise  of  things.  May 
"we  not  mistake  movement  for  advance 
and  change  for  improvement.  May  we 
deeply  know  that  the  basis  of  civilization 
is  spiritual,  that  the_  creative  dynamic 
that  gives  purpose  and  value  to  life  is  the 
love  of  God.  Moved  by  this  conviction 
and  aided  by  Thy  continued  mercy,  may 
we  serve  effectively.  Through  Jesus 
Christ  our  Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Knowland,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  reading  of  the 
Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  Thursday, 
July  9,  1953,  was  dispensed  with. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT- 
APPROVAL  OF  BILLS 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  were  com¬ 
municated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller, 
me  of  his  secretaries,  and  he  announced 
that  the  President  had  approved  and 
signed  the  following  acts: 

On  July  9,  1953: 

S.  694.  An  act  to  prohibit  the  display  of 
flags  of  international  organizations  or  other 
nations  in  equal  or  superior  prominence  or 
honor  to  the  flag  of  the  United  States  except 
under  specified  circumstances,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

On  July  10,  1953: 

S.  106.  An  act  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations; 

and 

S.  1514.  An  act  to  establish  a  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  its  reading 
clerk,  announced  that  the  House  had 
passed  a  bill  (H.  R.  4351)  to  preserve 
the  scenic  beauty  of  the  Niagara  Falls 
and  River,  to  authorize  the  construction 
of  certain  works  of  improvement  on  that 
river  for  power  purposes,  and  to  further 
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the  interests  of  national  security  by  au¬ 
thorizing  the  prompt  development  of 
such  works  of  improvement  for  power 
purposes,  in  which  it  requested  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  Senate. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President: 

S.  1644.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  May 
27,  1940  (54  Stat.  223),  as  amended,  and  the 
act  of  February  14,  1931  (46  Stat.  1111),  to 
remove  the  limitation  upon  the  rank  of  the 
Director  of  Music,  the  leader  of  the  United 
States  Military  Academy  Band,  and  to  re¬ 
move  the  limitation  upon  the  pay  of  the 
United  States  Naval  Academy  Band,  and  to 
authorize  the  appointment  of  the  present 
leader  of  the  United  States  Navy  Band  to 
the  permanent  grade  of  commander  in  the 
Navy;  and 

H.  R.  4905.  An  act  to  amend  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1946,  as  amended. 


LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE 

On  request  of  Mr.  Clements,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Johnson  of 
Texas  was  excused  from  attendance  on 
the  session  of  the  Senate  today. 

On  request  of  Mr.  Clements,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kilgore  was  ex¬ 
cused  from  attendance  on  the  sessions 
of  the  Senate  today,  tomorrow,  and  next 
week. 

On  request  of  Mr.  Clements,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Leh¬ 
man,  and  Mr.  Smathers  were  excused 
from  attendance  on  the  sessions  of  the 
Senate  today  and  tomorrow. 


COMMITTEE  MEETING  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  Martin,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  was  authorized  to  meet 
this  afternoon  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  executive  business,  for 
action  on  nominations  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “New  Reports.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  several 


nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE  REPORT  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

The  following  favorable  report  of  a 
nomination  was  submitted: 

By  Mr.  SPARKMAN,  from  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency: 

A.  Jack  Goodwin,  of  Alabama,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  ex¬ 
piring  June  5,  1954,  vice  Donald  C.  Cook,  re¬ 
signed. 


NOMINATION  OF  J.  SINCLAIR  ARM¬ 
STRONG  TO  BE  MEMBER  OF  SECU¬ 
RITIES  AND  EXCHANGE  COM¬ 
MISSION-EXECUTIVE  REPORT  OF 

A  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
unanimously  approved  the  nomination 
of  J.  Sinclair  Armstrong,  of  Illinois,  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission  for  the  term  expir¬ 
ing  June  5,  1958.  From  that  commit¬ 
tee  I  now  report  the  nomination.  I 
should  like  to  be  privileged  to  make  a 
personal  statement  on  the  nomination. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  nomi¬ 
nation  will  be  placed  on  the  executive 
calendar.  The  Senator  from  Illinois 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
personal  record  of  Mr.  Armstrong  is  a 
very  honorable  one.  He  has  divested 
himself  of  his  interest  in  the  law  firm  in 
which  he  was  formerly  a  partner.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Record  should  show  that  the 
law  firm  of  which  he  was  formerly  a 
member,  Isham,  Lincoln,  and  Beale, 
served  for  many  years  as  the  attorneys 
for  the  Commonwealth  Edison  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Service  Co.  of  Northern  Illinois, 
which  were  the  two  chief  companies  in 
the  so-called  utility  empire  of  Mr.  Sam¬ 
uel  Insull.  However,  it  is  true  that  Mr. 
Armstrong  joined  the  firm  some  years 
after  Mr.  Insull  had  passed  out  of  the 
picture.  So  far  as  I  can  tell,  he  has 
had  no  connection  whatever  with  the 
rather  tangled  finapcial  operations  of 
the  Insull  firm. 

Since  I  do  not  believe  in  guilt  by  asso¬ 
ciation,  I  joined  in  voting  for  approval 
of  his  recommendation.  But  I  believe 
that  that  fact,  which  appears  in  the 
records  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency,  should  be  known  to  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  lis¬ 
tened  with  interest  and  I  appreciate  the 
statement  of  my  colleague  the  senior 
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Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
with  respect  to  the  nomination  of  J.  Sin¬ 
clair  Armstrong  as  a  member  of  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 
The  nominatibn  has  my  approval  and  I 
was  grateful  for  the  privilege  of  present¬ 
ing  Mr.  Armstrong’s  name  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee. 

I  may  say,  only  for  general  informa¬ 
tion,  that  Mr.  Armstrong  is  a  young  man, 
aged  38  years;  he  is  a  lawyer;  he  is  a 
family  man;  he  is  a  veteran.  He  has 
had  an  extraordinary  amount  of  contact 
with  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission.  I  stated  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  this  morning 
that  he  has  qualified  probably  $100  mil¬ 
lion  worth  of  securities.  I  think  we  can 
be  proud  of  the  nominee,  as  one  who  is 
thoroughly  familiar,  not  only  with  the 
act  he  must  administer  but  also  with  a]l 
the  proceedings  involved  therein; 
Therefore,  the  nomination  has  my  un¬ 
equivocal  endorsement. 


AGREEMENT  REGARDING  STATUS 
OP  FORCES  OP  PARTIES  TO 
NORTH  ATLANTIC  TREATY— RES¬ 
ERVATION 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  next  week  the 
Senate  will  consider  the  treaty  on  the 
executive  calendar  which  is  identified  as 
Executive  T,  82d  Congress,  2d  session. 
It  deals  with  the  status  of  our  forces 
under  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  signed 
at  London  on  June  19,  1951.  Some  ref¬ 
erence  has  been  made  on  the  floor  to  the 
treaty  and  to  the  jurisdiction  of  foreign 
courts  over  civilians,  dependents,  and 
soldiers  who  are  citizens  of  our  country. 
It  is  to  that  treaty  that  I  submit  a  res¬ 
ervation  intended  to  be  proposed  by  me. 
I  may  say  that  the  reservation  in  sub¬ 
stance  tries  to  effectuate  to  a  consider¬ 
able  degree  tht  basic  principle  involved 
in  the  so-called  Bricker  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  reser¬ 
vation  will  lie  on  the  table  and  will  be 
printed. 

If  there  be  no  further  reports  of  com¬ 
mittees,  the  clerk  will  state  the  nomina¬ 
tions  on  the  Executive  Calendar,  under 
the  heading  “New  Reports.” 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Stuart  Rothman,  of  Minnesota, 
to  be  Solicitor  for  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 


FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CON¬ 
CILIATION  SERVICE 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Whitley  P.  McCoy,  of  Alabama,  to  be 
Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Di- 
rector 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 


NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 
BOARD 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Guy  Farmer,  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 


bia,  to  be  a  member  of  the  National  La¬ 
bor  Relations  Board. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 


FEDERAL  MARITIME  BOARD 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Eldon  Claggett  Upton,  Jr.,  of  Louisi¬ 
ana,  to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Board. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  ask  that  the 
President  be  immediately  notified  of  the 
confirmation  of  these  nominations. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  President  will  be  notified 
forthwith  of  the  confirmation  of  the 
nominations. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  resume  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  legislative  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  the  consideration  of  leg¬ 
islative  business. 


ORDER  FOR  TRANSACTION  OF 
ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  immediately 
following  the  quorum  call  there  may  be 
the  customary  morning  hour,  to  permit 
Senators  to  introduce  bills  and  joint  res¬ 
olutions,  to  make  insertions  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  and  to  transact  other  routine  busi¬ 
ness,  under  the  usual  2-minute  limitation 
on  speeches. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded  and  that 
further  proceedings  under  the  quorum 
call  be  dispensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  letters,  which  were 
referred  as  indicated: 

Amendment  of  Act  of  December  3,  1942, 
Relating  to  Benefits  for  Certain 
Officers  of  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey 
A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  amend  the  act  of  December  3,  1942,  relat¬ 
ing  to  benefits  for  certain  officers  of  the  Coast 
and  Geodetic  Survey  (with  accompanying 
papers) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce. 

Report  on  Payment  of  Claims  Arising  From 
Correction  of  Military  Records 
A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  report  on 
the  payment  of  claims  arising  from  the  cor¬ 
rection  of  military  or  naval  records,  for  the 
period  July  1,  1952,  through  December  31, 
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1952  (with  an  accompanying  report);  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

Laws  Enacted  by  Twentieth  Special  Session 
of  Seventeenth  Legislature  of  Puerto 
Rico 

A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a 
certified  copy  of  the  acts  of  the  20th  special 
session  of  the  17th  Legislature  of  Puerto  Rico 
(with  an  accompanying  document) ;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  CAPEHART,  from  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency: 

S.  2104.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  payment  of 
compensation  to  Clarence  A.  Beutel,  formerly 
Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation,  for  the  period  from 
September  10,  1952,  through  June  1,  1953; 
without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  518);  and 

S.  Res.  136.  Resolution  increasing  the  limit 
of  expenditures  by  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency;  without  amendment;  and, 
under  the  rule,  the  resolution  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 

By  Mr.  POTTER,  from  the  Committee  on  ( 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce: 

S.  1442.  A  bill  to  amend  section  202  (e)  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act,  with  respect  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  over  persons  and  facilities  engaged  in 
the  transmission  or  sale  of  electric  energy  to 
foreign  countries;  with  amendments  (Rept. 

.  No.  513). 

By  Mr.  BARRETT,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia: 

H.  R.  3704.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  in¬ 
corporation,  regulation,  merger,  consolida¬ 
tion,  and  dissolution  of  certain  business  cor¬ 
porations  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  with 
amendments  (Rept.  No.  516). 

By  Mr.  BEALL,  from  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia: 

S.  2305.  A  bill  to  promote  safe  driving,  to 
eliminate  the  reckless  and  financially  irre¬ 
sponsible  driver  from  the  highways,  and  to 
provide  for  the  giving  of  security  and  proof 
of  financial  responsibility  by  persons  driving 
or  owning  vehicles  of  a  type  subject  to  regis¬ 
tration  under  the  laws  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  515) . 

By  Mr.  AIKEN,  from  the  Committee  on  • 
Agriculture  and  Forestry: 

H.  R.  5451.  A  bill  to  amend  the  wheat  mar¬ 
keting  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes;  with  amendments  (Rept. 
No.  520). _ 


DEVELOPMENT  AND  PRODUCTION 
OF  TUNGSTEN  ORES  AND  CON¬ 
CENTRATES— REPORT  OF  A  COM¬ 
MITTEE 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  I  report  favorably,  with  amend¬ 
ments,  the  bill  (H.  R.  2824)  to  encourage 
the  discovery,  development,  and  produc¬ 
tion  of  tungsten  ores  and  concentrates 
in  the  United  States,  its  Territories  and 
possessions,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
I  submit  a  report  (No.  517)  thereon. 

Mr.  President,  no  new  appropriation 
or  no  new  authorization  is  included  in 
the  bill.  It  provides  for  an  extension 
of  the  time  for  2  years  in  which  the  law 
already  passed  can  be  satisfied  as  to  the 
amounts  of  the  mineral  that  is  to  be 
purchased.  It  was  found  that  the  time 
was  too  short  to  carry  out  the  contracts. 
The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  extend  the 
time. 
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Senate  passed  second  independent  offices  appropriations,  and  measures  on  AEC 
fellowships,  unfit  wheat  importation,  and  Idaho  land;  and  cleared  for  Presi¬ 
dent  bills  on  additional  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  and  Virginia  land. 

Bill  extending  excess-profits  tax  for  6  months  passed  by  House. 

Senate  committees  approved  miscellaneous  bills  and  nominations. 

Bills  regarding  Federal  factory  inspection  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
cleared  for  House  debate  by  Rules  Committee. 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  reports  on  mutual  security  extension,  and  emergency 
drought  relief. 

See  Congressional  Program  Ahead. 


Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  8730-8742 

Bills  Introduced:  15  bills  and  2  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  as  follows:  S.  2341  to  S.  2355;  S.  Con.  Res.  40;  and 
S.  Res.  139.  Pages  8733-8734 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

S.  1442,  to  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act  with  respect 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  FPC  over  persons  and  facilities 
engaged  in  the  transmission  or  sale  of  electric  energy  to 
foreign  countries,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  513) ; 

S.  Con.  Res.  40,  expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  that 
export  containers  be  marked  with  the  words  “United 
States  of  America”  (S.  Rept.  514) ; 

S.  2305,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Responsibility  Act  of 
the  D.  C.,  with  amendment  (S.  Rept.  515) ; 

H.  R.  3704,  to  provide  for  the  incorporation,  regula¬ 
tion,  merger,  consolidation,  and  dissolution  of  certain 
business  corporations  in  the  D.  C.,  with  amendments 
(S.  Rept.  516); 

H.  R.  2824,  to  encourage  the  discovery,  development, 
and  production  of  tungsten  ores  and  concentrates,  with 
amendment  (S.  Rept.  517) ; 

S.  2104,  private  bill  (S.  Rept.  518) ; 

S.  Res.  139,  citation  of  Timothy  J.  O’Mara  for  con¬ 
tempt  of  Senate  (S.  Rept.  519) ; 

H.  R.  5451,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  with 
amendments  (S.  Rept.  520) ;  and 

S.  Res.  136,  to  increase  by  $10,000  limit  of  expenditures 
by  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  (no  written 
report) — referred  to  Committee  on  Rules  and  Adminis¬ 
tration.  Pages  8730-8733 


Bills  Referred:  Two  House-passed  bills  were  referred 
to  appropriate  committees.  pages  8734,  8763 

Jury  Trials:  Senate  requested  conference  on  S.  252,  per¬ 
mitting  trial  by  jury  of  civil  actions  against  U.  S.  for 
recovery  of  taxes  erroneously  or  illegally  assessed  or 
collected,  and  appointed  as  conferees  Senators  McCar- 
ran,  Watkins,  and  Welker.  poge  3734 

Second  Independent  Offices  Appropriations:  Senate 
passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  5690,  second  independ¬ 
ent  offices  appropriations  for  1954,  after  taking  the  fol¬ 
lowing  actions  on  amendments: 

Adopted:  All  committee  amendments;  Saltonstall 
(for  Kefauver)  amendment  requiring  that  rents  on 
property  owned  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
shall  not  be  raised  above  level  in  effect  on  June  1,  1953; 
modified  Cooper  amendment  to  increase  funds  by 
$1,350,000  for  resource  development  program,  TVA; 
and 

Rejected:  Kefauver  amendment  increasing  by  $30 
million  funds  for  TVA. 

Senate  requested  conference  with  House  on  the  bill 
and  appointed  as  conferees  Senators  Saltonstall,  Bridges, 
Ferguson,  Cordon,  Hickenlooper,  Maybank,  Hill,  and 
Ellender.  Pages  8742-8784 

Assistant  Postmaster  General:  H.  R.  5302,  providing 
for  an  additional  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  was 
passed  without  amendment,  clearing  the  bill  for  the 
President.  Page  8786 

Importation  of  Wheat:  S.  Res.  127,  authorizing  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  make  investiga- 
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tion  of  importation  of  wheat  classified  as  unfit  for  human 
consumption,  was  passed  without  amendment. 

Page  8786 

AEC  Fellowships:  S.  1569,  providing  for  investigation 
by  Civil  Service  Commission  in  lieu  of  FBI  of  persons 
receiving  AEC  fellowships,  was  passed  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  by  Senator  McCarran  providing  that  CSC  may 
turn  over  investigation  to  FBI  when  investigation  dis¬ 
closes  a  reasonable  inference  of  questionable  loyalty. 

Pages  8786-8787 

Idaho  Land:  S.  122,  directing  conveyance  of  certain 
property  to  Rupert,  Idaho,  was  passed  with  committee 
amendments  and  an  amendment  by  Senator  Dworshak 
providing  that  lands  involved  shall  be  used  only  for 

public  purposes.  Pages  8787-8789 

Virginia  Lands:  Senate  passed  without  amendment, 
clearing  for  President,  H.  R.  4072,  relating  to  disposi¬ 
tion  of  certain  lands  by  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  to 
School  Board  of  Mecklenburg  County,  Va. 

Pages  8789-8791 

Wheat  Marketing  Quotas:  Senate  made  its  unfinished 
business  H.  R.  5451,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

of  1938.  Page  8792 

Confirmations:  Four  civilian  nominations  were  con¬ 
firmed,  including  those  of  Whitley  P.  McCoy,  of  Ala¬ 
bama,  to  be  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Direc¬ 
tor,  and  Guy  Farmer,  of  D.  C.,  to  be  a  member  of  the 

NLRB.  ^  Page  8792 

Nominations:  The  nominations  of  three  Air  Force  gen¬ 
erals  were  received.  page  8792 

Program  for  Saturday:  Senate  recessed  at  8:46  p.  m. 
until  11  a.  m.  Saturday,  July  11,  when  it  will  consider 
H.  R.  5451,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

Committee  Meetings 

{Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

WHEAT 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry:  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with 
amendments  H.  R.  5451,  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  previsions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938.  The  major  amendment  approved  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  decrease  from  66  to  61  million  acres  the 
minimum  1954  wheat  acreage  allotment. 

COTTON  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry :  Committee 
continued  its  hearings  on  S.  2106  and  S.  2183,  bills  on 
cotton  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments,  "with 
testimony  in  opposition  to  S.  2106  from  the  following 
witnesses:  Senator  Maybank;  E.  Hugh  Agnew  and 
J.  F.  McLaurin,  both  of  the  South  Carolina  Farm  Bu¬ 


reau;  L.  Y.  Ballentine,  Raleigh,  N.  C.;  M.  Tilghman, 
Dunn,  N.  C.;  Paul  Keller,  Clayton,  N.  C.;  and  James 
H.  Gilfoil,  Louisiana  Delta  Council.  The  witnesses  all 
favored  the  continuance  of  cotton  acreage  allotments 
on  the  basis  of  present  law.  Hearings  continue  tomor¬ 
row. 

APPROPRIATIONS— MUTUAL  SECURITY 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Committee  continued 
its  hearings  on  proposed  budget  estimates  for  the  mutual 
security  program,  with  testimony  today  from  Frank  C. 
Nash,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  George  M.  Humphrey,  accompanied  by 
their  assistants. 'Hearings  continue  July  13  in  executive 
session. 

APPROPRIATIONS— DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Subcommittee  con¬ 
cluded  hearings  on  H.  R.  5969,  Defense  appropriations 
for  1954,  with  testimony  on  the  general  provisions  of  the 
bill  from  Lyle  S.  Garlock,  Deputy  Comptroller  for  ' 
Budget,  and  Brig.  Gen.  Robert  S.  Moore,  retired,  Special 
Assistant  to  the  Comptroller,  both  of  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment;  and  H.  Lee  White,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  for  Management,  all  accompanied  by  their 
associates.  Subcommittee  recessed  subject  to  call. 

NOMINATIONS,  AND  COMMITTEE 
EXPENDITURES  * 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency:  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  the  nom¬ 
inations  of  A.  Jack  Goodwin,  of  Alabama,  and  J.  Sin¬ 
clair  Armstrong,  of  Illinois,  both  to  be  members  of  the 
SEC.  Committee  also  approved  without  amendment 
S.  2104,  a  private  bill,  and  S.  Res.  136,  to  increase  by 
$10,000  limit  of  expenditures  by  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency. 

Prior  to  these  actions,  committee  held  open  hearings 
on  the  above  nominations,  with  testimony  in  behalf  of 
Mr.  Sinclair  from  Senator  Dirksen,  and  in  behalf  of 
Mr.  Goodwin  from  Representative  Roberts.  The  nom¬ 
inees  were  present  to  answer  questions  in  behalf  of  their 
own  nominations. 

D.  C.  HOME  RULE 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia :  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with 
amendments  (1)  S.  999,  to  provide  an  elected  Mayor, 
City  Council,  School  Board,  and  nonvoting  Delegate 
to  the  House  of  Representatives  (one  amendment  would 
provide  that  the  Mayor  would  be  elected  instead  of 
appointed  by  the  President) ;  (2)  H.  R.  3704,  to  provide 
for  the  incorporation,  regulation,  merger,  consolidation, 
.and  dissolution  of  certain  business  corporations  in  the 
D.  C.;  (3)  H.  R.  2236,  to  establish  a  Commission  on 
Area  Problems  of  the  Greater  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area;  and  (4)  with  an  amendment  S.  2305,  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Responsibility  Act  of  the  D.  C. 


SURPLUS  FROFERTY*  ,  l^sscd  vuthout  amendment  S©  2199,  providing  for  the  donation 
or  lending  of  surplus  equipment’ and' supplies  to  States  for  use  or. distribution 
during  major  disasters  (pp©  8718-20)©.  .  t •  -  • 


Ro 

The 


10*  APFROHuAT IOI'S *  The  Appropriations  Committee  repcsrted  vdthout  amendment  H, 

6200,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  Itfk  (H,  Rept.  76I)  (p,  8727)* 
bill  includes  the  following  items t  Export  control.  Commerce  Department, 
',3,700,000$  management ^ improvement  f uhd”  T, 5'00“,T)00~ ( \£ 00, 000  less  than  the 
Budget  estimate);  Committee  on  Retirement  Policy  for  Federal  Personnel, 

'■200,0.00  .(vlOjOCO  beloti  Budget  estimate) ;  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Re-. 
latiops  ,£00,000  (same  as  Budget  estimate);  Commission  on  Organ i z a ti onTaf "The 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  ■'■250,000  (same  as  Budget  estimate) 0  '  The, 
Committee  .disallqvred  estimates  “  for  'defense-production  activities  of  this  De¬ 
partment  350,000) ,  thq  i exican  farm-tabor  program,  •  and,  the  Council  ,of  .Economic 
Advisers ,  stating  that  funds  already  available  for  these' activities  are  suf— 
ficient*  ,  '  '  .  '  •  '.«  ■  .  <  •  ■  •  .  *,  .  .  * 

The  bill'  also  includes  general '  provisions  t  which,  are  applicable  to. all  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies.  Sections'  1201  through  1212  are  identical  to  those  .'  ,r  4 
carried  last  year.  Secs,  1213  through  1221  are  included  for  the  first  time  in 
M  this  bill  as  explained  below*  *  A' 

Section  1201  continues,  at  •,,l,t00  each,  the  limitation  on  the  amount  that  may 
be  spent,  for  purchase  of  passenger  motor  vehicles */  .This  is  the  same  figure,  that 
is  carried. in  the  1953  Act*  ;  ,  ....  ' 

Section  1202  continues  language  which  has  been  carried  for  some  years 'concern¬ 
ing  the  employment  of  aliens*  **”’•  ”,t' 

Section  1203  continues  language  previously  carried  relating  to  living  quarters  ' 
allowances  © 

Section  120h  continues  language  "‘previously  carried  prohibiting  the,  filling  of 
positions  by  anyone  whose  nomination  ha.s  been  disapproved  by. the.  Senate® 

Section  1205  continues  language  previously  carried  limiting  the  amount  that 
may  be  paid  for  copies  of  the' United  States  Code  Annotated,  and  the  Lifetime 
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Section  1206  continues  language  previously  carried  relating  to  the  use  of 
funds  by  Government  corporations*  .  •  •  ,  .  i  •  •  •. 

Section  1207  continues  language  deviously  carried  prohibiting  the. use  of,  ,.f 
funds  of  corporations  fer  purchase  or  construction  of  office  buildings  at  the 
seat  of  Government*  •  ••  '•'•■  .  ■'. 

Section  1208  continues  language  previously  carried  commonlv  known,  a?  the  anti¬ 
strike  provision©  . 

Section  1209  continues  language  previously  carried  concerning  payments  to  re¬ 
tired  officers  who  m ay  be  Conducting  negotiations  with, the  Government© 

Section  1210  continues  language  previously  carried  to  authorize  the . transfer 
of  personnel  and  appropriations  to  defense  activities  of  various  departments  and 
agencies  of- 1 he  Government  in  pursuance  of  law* 

Section  1211  prohibit  s:  the  use  of  funds  in  this- Act’ to  pay  employees  at  rates 
in  excess  of  that.,  provided' in' the  regular  19oU  appropriation-  acts.,  This  is  sim-  , 
ilar  to  a  provision  in"  last  year* s  bill*"  •’  ’  •.  * .  •- 

Section  1212  continues  language  inserted  last  year  concerning  -rental,  of  Gov-  . . 
ernment-cvmed  living  quarters*  This  language  incorporates,  by  reference.  Bur¬ 
eau  of  the  Budget  Circular  A— h£  and  is'  recommended  by  t 0&  committee  in  order  to 
establish  a  more  uniform  and  equitable  handling  of  the  rental  of  Federal 
property ‘by  Government  employees ©•  •  '  r  V  ,  • 

Section  1213  authorizes  the  use  of  appropriated  funds  to  our  chase , foreign 
credits  awed  to  or.  owned  by  the  United  States,  as -required  by  .Section  liil5  of 
Public  Law  5h7,  82nd  Congress*  The' Committee  expects -that  the  Treas.upy  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  General  Accounting  Office,  and  the  Bureau  of  .the  pudget  vn.ll  ta)ce  ap¬ 
propriate  'administrative  action' in  their  respective  fields  uo  insure  that  custo¬ 
dy,  control,  reporting,  purchase,  sale  and  accountability  of  foreign  currencies  and 


credits  will  be  handled  in  accorance  with  the  principles  outlined  in  .’the"  Budget 
Bureau1 s  January  report  to  the  Committee  on  this  subject. 

Sections  1214  through  1221  establish  a  new  procedure  designed  to  expedite  the 
payment  of  judgments  rendered  against  the  United  States  by  district  courts  and 
the  Court  of  Claims,, 

The  language  contained  in  Section  1209  makes  this  section  permanent*  Accord¬ 
ingly,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  carry  it  hereafter* 

,  :  *  * 

11.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon,  July  13  (p.  8727).  The  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  for  next  week  as 
stated  by  the  Majority  Leader:,  Mon* ,  customs-simplification  bill  and  conference 
report  on  the  mutual  security  bill;  Tues.,  begin  debate  on  the  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  then  take  up  for  final  action  the  bill  providing  Federal  aid 
to  schools  in  Federal  areas;  '.ed0,  and  balance  of  week,  continue  consideration  of 
the  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  then  (but  not  necessarily  in  this  order) 
the  factory  inspection,  and  FCA  reorganization  bills,  if  rules  are  granted,  the 
trade  agreements  extension  bill,  and  the  international  Trade  Fair  resolution 
(p.  8703).  . 

SEFATH  -  July  11.  ^ 

12*  ’’FEAT  njOTAS.  Passed  as  reported  (plus  a  technical  clarifying  amendment  by  Sen. 
Aiken)  E.  R,  545 1#  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  ouota  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (pp.  8809-25 ).  Sen,  Carlson  offered  and  then  with¬ 
drew  an  amendment  to  exempt  the  drought  disaster  areas  from  the  195**  acreage 
allotments  (pp,  8824-5 )* 

13*  DOMINATIONS  of  John  H.  Davis  and  Romeo  Short  to  be  Assistant  Secretaries  of 
Agriculture  were  received  (p,  8829). 

14.  DROUGHT  RELIEF,  Sen.  Schoeppel  inserted  a  Kansas  Livestock  .Association  letter 
supporting  drought  relief  legislation  to  aid  livestock  producers  (p.  8829) • 

15*  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Morse  spoke  and  inserted  items  on  the  Administration's 
attitude  and  actions  on  Hells  Canyon  Dam  and  TVA  (pp.  8797-8809). 

16,  MINERALS.  Received  a  Los  Angeles  Council  resolution  favoring  E,  R.  5664,  to  an,  ' 
the  mineral  leasing  laws  with  respect  to  their  application  to  pipelines  passing 
through  the  public  domain  (p.  8794). 

l?o  II .MIGRATION.  Received  a  iiassc  General  Court  resolutions  in  favor  of  Sen.  Uatkins' 
bill,  S.  1917,  to  permit  the  issuing  of  240,000  special  quota  immigrant  visas 
(p,  8794). 

18,  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  as  stated  by  the  Acting  Majority  Leader:  Mon.,  the  Inter¬ 

national  '.'heat  Agreement  and  S„  J,  Res.  97  to  carry  it  out,  as  the  first  order 
of  business,  and  the  German  debt  settlement  agreement;  Tues.,  probably  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  mutual-aid  bill  (pp.  8796-7),  ,f 

B  ILLS  INTRODUCED  july  10 

19.  MINERALS;  LANDS.  H0  R„  6216,  by  Rep.  Aspinall,  F.  R,  6217*  by  Rep,  Dawson*  Utah, 

and  E,  R.  6220,  by  Rep.  Stringfellow,  relating  to  mining  claims  located  on  land 
with  respect  to  which  a  permit  or  lease  has  been  issued,  or  §n  application  or 
offer  for  permit  or  lease  has  beep  made,  under  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  or 
known  to  be  valuable  for  minerals  subject  to  disposition  under  the  mineral 
leasing  laws;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  (pp.  8727*  8728). 
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if  we  do  not  get  some  policemen  out  on 
the  political  highway  in  a  hurry. 

Not  only  has  the  intervening  National 
Hells  Canyon  Association  been  rushed  to 
hearing,  but  apparently  the  Idaho  Power 
Co.  applications  have  been  given  a  quick 
O.  K.  as  to  form. 

The  administration  is  setting  new 
track  records  for  speed.  It  is  sad  indeed 
that  the  expedition  has  been  shown  only 
for  official  acts  of  such  dubious  merit. 

RESIGNATIONS  PROM  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  President,  the  Eisenhower  admin¬ 
istration  has  had  much  to  say  from  the 
political  rostrums  about  spiritual  values. 
I  completely  agree  with  every  pronounce¬ 
ment  of  the  Eisenhower  administration 
to  date  on  spiritual  values,  including  the 
great  pronouncement  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  yesterday  in  regard 
to  religious  values  and  principles. 

I  have  always  said  that  when 
the  Eisenhower  administration  proposes 
anything,  recommends  anything,  or  does 
anything  which  I  believe  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  I  will  be  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  strengthening  the  hand  of 
the  administration,  and  supporting  it  as 
vigorously  as  I  shall  oppose  it  when  I 
think  it  is  working  against  the  public  in¬ 
terest. 

I  am  sad  that  for  the  most  part  during 
this  session  of  Congress  I  have  had  to  be 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  opposing  the 
Eisenhower  administration,  because  it 
has  given  me  so  little  to  support  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  welfare  of  the 
American  people.  But  for  the  great  pro¬ 
nouncement  of  President  Eisenhower 
yesterday,  which  after  all,  when  we  re¬ 
duce  it  to  the  true  meaning,  is  a  great 
defense  of  the  constitutional  principle  of 
freedom  of  religion  in  this  country,  I 
commend  him,  as  I  commend  the  three 
Democratic  Senators  who  resigned  from 
the  subcommittee  yesterday.  In  my 
judgment,  there  was  no  other  course  of 
action  they  could  follow,  if  we  are  to 
protect  the  rights  of  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  fair  treatment  in  committees. 

I  did  not  intend,  until  the  Senator 
from  Mexico  raised  the  point,  to  bring  up 
the  subject  for  discussion.  I  shall  com¬ 
ment  on  it  very  briefly. 

For  8  years,  before  the  Senate  this 
year  kicked  me  off  the  Armed  Services 
Committee — in  my  judgment  against  my 
rights,  and  in  violation  of  my  8  years  of 
seniority  in  the  Senate — I  served  on  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  under  the 
very  able  chairmanship  of  the  following 
chairmen:  Walsh,  of  Massachusetts; 
Tydings,  of  Maryland;  Gurney,  of  South 
Dakota;  and  Russell,  of  Georgia.  In 
those  8  years  not  a  partisan  act,  to  my 
knowledge,  was  ever  taken  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee;  and  in  those  8 
years,  Mr.  President,  under  each  of  the 
chairmen,  the  committee  acted  by  ma¬ 
jority  vote  in  connection  with  every  ap¬ 
pointment  to  the  staff  of  those  commit¬ 
tees.  It  was  made  clear  by  every  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  during  the  8  years 
of  my  service  on  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  that  the  principle  of  major¬ 
ity  rule  prevailed.  That,  probably  as 
much  as,  if  not  more  than,  any  other 
one  factor  explains  why  during  the  8 


years  of  my  service  on  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committee  I  never  saw  the  head  -of 
partisanship  rear  itself  once. 

That  is  why  I  congratulate  the  Demo¬ 
crats  who  yesterday  resigned  from  the 
subcommittee,  for  in  my  judgment,  if 
there  is  any  doubt  about  what  the  rights 
of  members  of  committees  are,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  itself  should  now  change  its  rule,  so 
as  to  make  clear  that  in  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  committee  staff  members,  chair¬ 
men  of  committees  shall  not  have  dic¬ 
tatorial  powers  to  hire  or  fire  at  will, 
but  both  the  hiring  and  the  firing  shall 
be  done  by  majority  consensus  of  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  committees.  If  that  is  not 
done,  I  believe  the  danger  of  abuse  will 
be  created.  As  I  have  said  so  often,  I 
believe  we  have  the  duty  of  following 
procedures  which  check  the  possibility 
of  abuse. 

Mr.  President,  next  Friday  I  shall  give 
the  next  in  a  series  of  speeches  on  the 
whole  issue  of  public  power  versus  pri¬ 
vate  monopoly  exploitation  of  the  public 
interest,  and  also  cover  a  couple  of  sub¬ 
jects  I  intended  to  cover  today,  but 
which,  out  of  a  spirit  of  cooperation  with 
the  distinguished  acting  majority  leader, 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Know- 
land],  and  his  desire  to  move  as  rapidly 
as  possible  this  afternoon  with  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  of  the  Senate,  I  shall  forego 
giving  today. 

I  shall  forego  giving  two  more  speeches 
I  have  prepared  to  give  and  thought  I 
would  give  today.  One  deals  with  the 
great  issue  of  home  rule  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  with  particular  attention 
being  paid  to  keeping  faith  with  demo¬ 
cratic  processes  in  the  District,  through 
my  proposal  for  the  election  of  a  mayor. 
The  second  speech  deals  with  some  of 
the  practices  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board,  which  I  believe  need  to  be  brought 
under  surveillance,  so  the  public  can  be 
aware  of  some  of  the  practices  of  the 
Beard. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia ’that  it  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to 
cooperate  with  him  in  postponing  those 
speeches,  so  that  today  he  can  proceed 
with  the  business  of  the  Senate,  because 
the  interval  will  give  me  more  time  to 
add  to  the  material  for  those  speeches. 
I  wish  to  obtain  additional  material  on 
several  subtopics  of  each  of  them,  and 
I  shall  have  that  material  ready  by  next 
Friday. 


NOMINATION  OF  PAUL  F.  LARRA- 
ZOLO,  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy  today  because  of  a  nomina¬ 
tion  which  has  been  made  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States.  The  nomi¬ 
nation  to  which  I  refer  is  an  outstand¬ 
ing  one.  Other  nominations  which  the 
President  has  made  may  have  been  as 
good,  but  certainly  none  has  been  better. 

Today  I  am  very  happy  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  seen  fit  to  nominate  Paul  F. 
Larrazolo,  of  New  Mexico,  to  be  United 
States  attorney  for  the  district  of  New 
Mexico. 

I  have  known  this  young  man  ever 
since  his  infancy.  I  rise  today  not  only 
to  express  my  pleasure  at  the  nomina¬ 


tion  but  also  to  point  out  that  the  life  of 
Mr.  Larrazolo  and  the  life  of  his  father 
are  outstanding  proof  of  the  benefits 
and  opportunities  of  life  in  the  United 
States  of  America. 

Mr.  Larrazolo’s  father  was  born  in  old 
Mexico.  As  a  child  he  was  brought  to 
New  Mexico.  He  was  then  an  orphan 
and  was  placed  in  charge  of  the  Catho¬ 
lic  archbishop  at  Santa  Fe.  He  was  put 
through  school,  eventually  went  to  col¬ 
lege,  then  became  an  attorney,  was  dis¬ 
trict  attorney  of  El  Paso,  Tex.,  and  later 
came  to  New  Mexico,  where  he  was  elect¬ 
ed  Governor  of  the  State.  In  addition, 
from  December  7,  1928,  to  March  3,  1929, 
he  occupied  a  seat  on  the  Republican 
side  of  this  Chamber,  as  a  Senator  of 
the  United  States. 

For  practically  all  my  life  I  have 
known  the  Larrazolo  family — the  father, 
the  mother,  and  the  children. 

I  recall  that  since  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate,  Paul  Larrazolo,  the 
nominee  to  be  United  States  attorney  for 
'the  district  of  New  Mexico,  made  his 
way  through  school  by  working  here  in 
the  city  of  Washington.  He  graduated 
from  Georgetown  University  law  school. 
Thereafter  he  returned  to  New  Mexico. 

Notwithstanding  that,  I  know  he  is  a 
Republican,  I  wish  to  express  my  great 
admiration  of  him,  for  he  is  decent  and 
honest,  a  fine  lawyer,  the  son  of  a  fine 
father,  a  fine  family  man,  and  will  make 
a  fine  United  States  attorney  for  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  I  can  speak  for 
the  people  of  New  Mexico  and  certainly 
for  the  rank  and  file.  Therefore,  in 
speaking  in  their  behalf,  as  well  as  in  my 
own  behalf,  I  desire  to  thank  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  for  sending  to 
the  Senate,  for  consideration,  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Paul  F.  Larrazolo. 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA  PROVI¬ 
SIONS  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL 

ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken  . 

George 

Kefauver 

Anderson 

Gillette  . 

Knowland 

Barrett 

Goldwater 

Kuchel 

Bennett 

Gore 

Langer 

Bush 

Green 

Long 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Griswold 

Magnuson 

Capehart 

Hayden 

Malone 

Carlson 

Hendrickson 

Mansfield 

Case 

Hennings 

Martin 

Chavez 

Hickenlooper 

McCarran 

Clements 

Hill 

McCarthy 

Cooper 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Cordon 

Holland 

Millikin 

Dirksen 

Hunt 

Morse 

Duff 

Ives 

Mundt 

Dworshak 

Jackson 

Murray 

Eastland 

Jenner 

Neely 

Ellender 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Payne 

Ferguson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Potter 

Flanders 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Purtell 
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Bussell  Smith,  N.  J.  Watkins 

Saltonstall  Sparkman  Welker 

Schoeppel  Stennls  Williams 

Smathers  Thye  Young 

Smith,  Maine  Tobey 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker], 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler],  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Taft]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd  and 
Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  ,  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  May- 
bank],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Daniel], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Kilgore],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman]  are  absent 
by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  first  committee 
amendment  to  House  bill  5451. 

The  first  amendment  was,  on  page  2, 
line  21,  after  “Sec.  2.”,  to  strike  out  “Sec¬ 
tion  335  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  ‘two  hundred’ 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure 
‘400’.”  and  insert  “Section  339  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (53  Stat.  55),  is  repealed.” 

Mr.  CASfc.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  address  a  question  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  [Mr.  Aiken]. 

Did  the  committee  give  any  considera¬ 
tion  to  making  the  acreage  20  acres, 
rather  than  15  or  25  acres? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  committee  did  con¬ 
sider  changing  the  exemption  to  25  acres, 
and  then  to  20  acres,  but  finally  decided 
to  keep  the  present  15  acres  exemption, 
which  was  thought  would  be  the  best  for 
all  concerned.  The  House  approved  a 
25-acre  exemption.  They  raised  the  ex¬ 
emption  from  15  to  25  acres,  and  from 
200  bushels  to  400  bushels. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  suppose  it  would  be 
somewhat  theoretical  as  to  what  the  ef¬ 
fect  would  be  if  the  change  were  made. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No  one  knows  for  sure. 

Mr.  CASE.  But,  thinking  in  terms  of 
the  practical  operations  of  individual 
farmers,  it  occurred  to  me  that  20  acres 
might  be  a  happier  figure  than  either  15 
or  25  acres.  I  express  the  hope  that  when 
the  bill  goes  to  conference  it  can  be 
studied  further.  It  will  be  in  confer¬ 
ence,  will  it  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  was  the  intention  of 
the  chairman  not  to  request  a  confer¬ 
ence,  but  if  the  House  should  request  a 
conference,  we  would  grant  the  request 
and  the  conferees  should  meet  as  speedily 


as  possible  so  that  we  can  meet  the  dead¬ 
line  of  next  Wednesday. 

I  may  say  that  the  original  purpose 
of  raising  the  acreage  exemption  figure 
from  15  to  25  acres  and  from  200  to  400 
bushels  was  to  make  as  certain  as  would 
be  possible  that  the  wheat  farmers 
would  vote  to  accept  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  next  year. 

There  was  some  fear  expressed  in  the 
States  of  the  West,  which  are  predom¬ 
inantly  wheat  States,  that  the  wheat 
growers  of  the  eastern  States  who  pro¬ 
duce  wheat  in  rotation  with  other  crops 
might  not  be  willing  to  a:cept  quotas. 
Personally,  I  think  ,  their  fears  are 
groundless,  because  it  is  my  opinion  that 
wheat  quotas  will  be  voted  by  eastern 
growers  as  well  as  by  western  growers. 

Then  this  problem  arises:  If  we  in¬ 
crease  the  exemption  from  15  to  25 
acres,  are'  we  encouraging  the  exempt 
grower  actually  to  raise  his  acreage,  and 
if  he  does  so,  any  increase  he  might 
make  between  15  and  25  acres  would 
almost  certainly  come  out  of  the  larger 
wheat  producers  eventually,  because 
there  would  be  no  other  place  from 
which  an  eventual  adjustment  in  pro¬ 
duction  could  come. 

I  might  add  there  has  been  a  consid¬ 
erable  change  in  sentiment  in  regard  to 
the  amendment.  There  has  been  an 
increasing  belief  that  the  small  wheat 
growers  would  vote  for  quotas  even 
though  they  produce  wheat  on  only 
from  15  to  18  acres. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  matter  is  so  hypo¬ 
thetical  that  we  cannot  tell  what  the 
net  effect  will  be.  But  it  occurs  to  me 
that,  taking  in  the  case  of  the  man  on 
what  might  be  called  a  family-size  farm, 
wheat  produced  on  15  acres  is  pretty 
small  amount  compared  to  the  entire 
wheat  crop,  but  it  becomes  an  impor¬ 
tant  element  in  making  a  living  for  the 
family.  Twenty  acres  is  not  much,  to 
be  sure,  but  I  think  it  would  be  weighted 
a  little  bit  in  favor  of  the  small  farmer 
to  make  it  20  acres  rather  than  15  acres. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  can  give  the  Senator 
some  figures  which  have  been  furnished 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  show¬ 
ing  what  percentage  of  the  wheat  grow¬ 
ers  would  be  eligible  to  vote  under  the 
different  acreage  exemptions. 

If  we  leave  the  law  as  it  is  and  exempt 
from  voting  and  also  from  penalties,  the 
growers  who  plant  to  wheat  less  than 
15  acres,  51.6  percent  of  the  wheat  grow¬ 
ers  would  be  ineligible  to  vote. 

If  we  raise  the  amount  to  20  acres,  58.1 
percent  of  the  wheat  growers  would  be 
ineligible  to  vote. 

If  we  raise  it  to  25  acres,  64.8  percent 
of  the  wheat  growers  would  be  ineligible 
to  vote  on  whether  they  want  quotas. 
Although  they  would  be  exempt  from 
penalties,  they  would  be  subject  to  acre¬ 
age  allotments  regardless  of  how  many 
acres  they  plant  to  wheat,  whether  it  be 
4  acres  or  24  acres.  Nevertheless,  if 
they  did  not  keep  within  their  allot¬ 
ments,  they  would  not  be  eligible  for 
price  supports.  We  know  the  small 
grower’s  price  is  pretty  much  fixed  by 
what  the  industry  as  a  whole  receives. 
If  the  entire  wheat  industry  were  sup¬ 
ported,  it  could  be  that  thousands  of 
small  growers  would  elect  to  increase 
their  acreages  from  15  to  24  acres  and 


take  their  chances  on  the  market.  If 
they  did  that,  the  additional  reduction 
in  acres  would  simply  come  out  of  the 
wheat  belt  eventually. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  probably  would. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  has  happened  in 
the  case  of  tobacco,  as  the  Senator  re¬ 
calls,  and  we  had  to  cut  down  on  the 
acreage  of  the  larger  tobacco  growers 
to  such  an  extent  that  we  finally  got 
a  wave  of  protests  from  them. 

Mr.  CASE.  It  probably  would  come 
out  of  the  acreages  of  the  larger  wheat 
farmers.  There  are  a  great  many  large 
wheat  farmers  in  the  Dakotas.  But  I 
am  thinking  of  the  problem  of  the  ten¬ 
ant  farmer  and  renter,  the  man  with 
a  relatively  small  farm.  Acreage  be¬ 
comes  pretty  important  to  him  from  the 
standpoint  of  making  ends  meet. 

What  is  the  difference  in  numbers  of 
farmers  between  the  15-  and  20-acre 
exemption,  if  the  Senator  has  that  fig¬ 
ure  ?,  On  the  basis  of  the  figures  given 
in  the  committee  report,  it  is  between 
1  million  plus  and  2  million  plus.  I 
suppose  it  would  be  approximately  500,- 
000  farmerSi 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  permit  me 
to  inject  a  question  on  that  point? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Let  me  answer  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  first. 

The  last  year  in  which  we  had  acre¬ 
age  allotments  was  1950.  At  that  time 
there  were  1,036,098  farmers  producing 
not  over  15  acres  of  wheat  out  of  a  total 
of  2,066,589.  Approximately  half  the 
farms  were  planting  15  acres  or  less. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  On  that 
point,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
stated  it  in  percentage  of  the  number  of 
farms.  Does  he  have  any  information 
as  to  the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat? 
He  has  mentioned  64  percent  of  the 
farms.  How  much  of  the  wheat  crop, 
in  percentage,  would  that  amount  to? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  the  percentages 
on  that  point. 

It  is  shown  that  12.2  percent  of  the 
crop  was  produced  on  farms  planting 
less  than  15  acres  of  wheat;  16.4  percent 
was  produced  on  farms  having  not  over 
20  acres  in  wheat;  20.5  percent  of  the 
total  crop — this  is  on  a  5-year  average — 
was  produced  on  farms  planting  25  acres 
or  less.  Approximately  80  percent  of 
the  wheat  of  the  country  is  produced 
on  farms  where  more  than  25  acres  of 
wheat  are  grown. 

I  think  that  percentage  would  hold 
fairly  true  today,  although  these  fig¬ 
ures  are  based  on  the  1950  acreage  al¬ 
lotment. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  In  other  words,  it  would 
mean  that  approximately  4  percent  of 
the  crop  would  be  represented  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  acreage  to  20  acres  instead 
of  15  acres? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Approximately  4.2  per¬ 
cent  of  the  crop  would  be  affected,  using 
the  1950  acreage  allotment  as  a  base. 
As  I  say,  I  think  those  figures  hold  fairly 
true  today. 
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I  certainly  wish  someone  could  have 
told  the  committee  what  the  effect  of 
changing  the  production  exemptions 
would  be,  but  no  one  seemed  to  know. 

Mr.  CASE.  What  appeals  to  me  is 
that  there  are  two  viewpoints  to  con¬ 
sider,  possibly  three.  The  first  is  the 
effect  upon  the  voting.  The  second  is 
the  amount  of  wheat  to  be  taken  away 
from  the  larger  wheat  growers  if  the 
acreage  to  be  exempted  should  be  in¬ 
creased.  The  third  viewpoint,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  possibly  the  most  important,  is 
the  effect  upon  the  income  of  family- 
size  farms.  From  an  economic  stand¬ 
point,  the  effect  upon  family-size  farms 
of  exempting  15  acres  will  possibly  be 
the  most  severe. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  and  there  is  also  the 
'  problem  of  the  effect  upon  the  whole 
program  if  20  percent  of  the  total  crop 
and  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  producers  are  left  outside  the 
program. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  is  speaking  of  20  percent  of  the 
national  production  grown  on  farms 
producing  25  acres  or  less  of  wheat.  I 
was  not  suggesting  that.  I  had  reference 
to  20  acres.  If  the  increase  were  from 
200  to  300  bushels,  that  would  mean  100 
bushels  more  per  farm.  After  all,  300 
bushels  multiplied  by  the  price  of  wheat 
per  bushel  is  an  important  factor  for  the 
small  farmer.  It  is  not  so  important 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  total  economy. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  we  might  take 
into  consideration  the  fact  that  the  rea¬ 
son  that  less  than  25  acres  of  wheat  are 
grown  on  these  farms  is  because  it  is 
grown  hr  rotation  with  other  crops.  I 
wish  I  could  tell  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  what  would  happen  under  any 
of  these  hypothetical  circumstances,  but 
I  cannot. 

Mr.  CASE.  As  we  have  both  agreed, 
the  matter  is  in  the  realm  of  uncertainty. 
It  is  not  possible  even  to  try  to  deal  with 
a  suggested  exemption  in  the  case  of  in¬ 
dividual  farmers,  with  whom  I  am  some¬ 
what  familiar. 

I  simply  wish  to  suggest  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
committee,  that  if  the  bill  goes  to  con¬ 
ference,  and  if  the  House  does  not  accept 
the  Senate  amendment  striking  out  the 
change  in  limitations,  the  conference 
might  then  consider  splitting  the  differ¬ 
ence  and  making  the  quantity  exemption 
300  bushels  and  the  acreage  exemption 
20  acres. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  bill  goes  to  con¬ 
ference,  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  the  change  suggested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  will  be  consid¬ 
ered.  It  is  inevitable  that  it  will  be 
considered. 

I  cannot  quite  go  along  with  the  theory 
that  the  small  wheat  grower  is  more 
likely  to  vote  against  quotas  than  is  the 
one  who  raises  perhaps  18,  20,  acres,  or 
more  of  wheat. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  do  not  want  the  Record 
to  indicate  that  I  thought  voting  was 
the  major  consideration.  I  do  not  think 
it  is  the  major  consideration. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  that  is  what 
prompted  the  amendment  in  the  first 
place. 


Mr.  CASE.  That  may  be,  but  my  feel¬ 
ing  is  that  the  primary  consideration 
ought  to  be  the  economic  condition  of 
the  farmer. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  said  that  if  the  acre¬ 
age  limitation  were  left  at  15  acres,  Ohio 
could  outvote  Kansas.  I  have  not 
checked  on  that,  but  I  presume  it  is 
true.  However,  with  the  wheat  situa¬ 
tion  as  it  is  today,  I  cannot  conceive  of 
Ohio  wanting  to  outvote  Kansas. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  suggest  that  per¬ 
haps  the  most  serious  effect  of  upping 
the  exempt  acreage  has  not  been  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota.  Farmers  now  producing  15  acres 
or  less  would  have  a  chance  to  go  up  to 
20  or  25  acres,  or  to  whatever  the  in¬ 
creased  acreage  might  be. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  to  the  fact  that  more  than  a 
million  wheat  farmers,  a  little  more  than 
half  the  entire  number,  are  now  pro¬ 
ducing  15  acres  or  less.  If  the  exempt 
acreage  goes  up  to  20  acres,  there  is  a 
possibility  that  more  than  5  million  acres 
would  be  added  from  that  source  alone. 
I  do  not  mean  that  each  of  the  farmers 
would  step  up  his  wheat  acreage  to  20 
acres,  but  it  is  at  least  a  possibility.  If 
the  acreage  were  stepped  up  to  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  25  acres,  there  would  be  a  possi¬ 
bility  of  stepping  up  the  entire  acreage 
by  more  than  10  million  acres. 

Of  course,  a  temptation  would  be  of¬ 
fered  to  every  one  of  the  legally  exempt 
farmers  to  plant  more  than  he  has 
planted  heretofore.  He  could  plant  up 
to  the  limit  which  is  exempt. 

It  occurred  to  me  that  perhaps  this 
would  be  the  most  serious  implication  in 
the  whole  matter,  if  a  change  were  to  be 
made  upward  in  the  exemption  of 
acreage. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
has  touched  on  precisely  the  point  I  wish 
to  make.  I  should  like  to  make  it  from 
the  positive  point  of  view  that  the  stepup 
with  respect  to  small-sized  •  farms  may 
mean  the  difference  between  making  a 
living  and  not  making  a  living.  Wheat 
cannot  be  raised  without  a  certain 
amount  of  investment.  When  less  than 
15  acres  is  grown,  it  is  probably  economi¬ 
cally  impractical,  if  a  farmer  is  to  have- 
modern  machinery.  Exactly  where  the 
dividing  line  should  be  I  am  not  certain. 
A  great  many  farmers  who  rent  a  quar¬ 
ter  section  or  a  half  section  of  land  use 
a  certain  number  of  acres  as  pasture  and 
plant  a  certain  number  to  crops.  If  they 
were  limited  to  15  acres,  a  hardship 
would  be  worked.  If  they  could  go  over 
that,  wheat  growing  would  be  made 
economical. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yiled. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  suggest  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  that  the  best 
answer  is  that  the  very  large  number 
of  wheat  farmers,  more  than  half  the 
entire  number,  have  not  seen  fit  to  in¬ 


crease  their  acreage  above  15  acres,  even 
though  there  has  been  no  limitation  at 
all,  and  even  though  they  have  had  a 
*  very  generous  price-support  program  on 
which  to  rely.  So  it  would  appear  that 
perhaps  there  is  no  necessity  for  increas¬ 
ing  the  acreage  in  wheat  to  that  par¬ 
ticular  point. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  incentive  in  recent 
years  apparently  has  resulted  in  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  small  fields  of 
wheat,  as  one  can  eaSily  ascertain  by 
driving  through  Maryland,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Delaware.  I  would  not  assume  that 
raising  the  limitation  to  25  acres  would 
mean  that  every  farmer  raising  under 
15  acres  now  would  promptly  raise  his 
acreage  to  25  acres.  If  he  did,  it  would 
mean  an  increase  of  ten  or  fifteen  million 
acres  in  the  Nation.  However,  I  think 
it  is  entirely  possible  that  a  sufficient 
number  would  increase  their  acreage  so 
that  there  would  be  2  million  or  3  mil¬ 
lion  additional  acres  planted  to  wheat, 
thereby  increasing  the  surplus,  which 
perhaps  would  defeat  the  purpose  of  the 
quota  program. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  again? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  To  compare  what  will 
happen  in  the  immediate  future  with 
what  has  happened  in  past  years  is  a 
little  misleading,  because  many  farmers 
in  the  West  have  been  placing  the  em¬ 
phasis  upon  cattle  during  the  past  few 
years.  If  the  economic  picture  for  cat¬ 
tle  and  for  some  of  the  other  crops  is 
changed,  the  incentive  for  going  into 
wheat  growing,  if  there  is  a  price-support 
program,  may  be  different  from  what  it 
has  been  during  the  last  5  years. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Nevertheless,  we  are  ex¬ 
periencing  an  increase  in  grain  crops, 
particularly  in  some  southern  States,  as 
in  the  Carolinas,  where  planting  of  cot¬ 
ton  has  been  abandoned  and  the  land  is 
being  used  for  the  production  of  wheat 
and  other  crops. 

Mi'.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  In  reply  to  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  I  may 
say  that  a  producer  of  wheat  may  pos¬ 
sibly  be  producing  oats,  barley,  and  rye. 
Therefore  he  would  have  his  harvesting 
equipment.  If  he  were  not  growing 
wheat  he  would  be  growing  oats.  So, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  effect  upon 
the  individual  so  far  as  his  machinery 
needs  are  not  concerned,  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  a  problem  in  connection  with 
that  type  of  farming  operations. 

I  recognize  that  we  are  faced  with  this 
condition:  In  the  past  5,  6,  or  even  10 
years,  a  great  number  of  farmers  who 
normally  have  grown  wheat  abandoned 
wheat  production  entirely  and  under¬ 
took  to  raise  soy  beans,  because  there 
were  no  restrictions  on  soybeans,  and 
that  was  a  very  profitable  crop  to  grow 
because  of  the  great  need  for  oil.  Other 
farmers  grew  corn  and  oats  because  they 
wanted  feed  crops,  for  the  reason  that 
livestock  prices  were  good. 

But,  in  view  of  the  decline  in  beef 
prices,  and  the  restrictions  imposed  on 
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corn  acreage,  we  shall  find  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  farmers  who  will  endeavor  to 
resume  wheat  growing  simply  because 
they  are  denied  the  right  to  grow  corn. 

I  could  take  Senators  into  communities 
with  which  I  am  familiar,  and  point  to 
the  wheat  acreage  that  was  grown  when 
there  were  acreage  quotas,  10  or  12  year’s 
ago.  Not  an  acre  of  wheat  has  been  pro¬ 
duced  there  for  the  past  12  years,  simply 
because  there  were  no  restrictions  on 
corn.  But  if  we  impose  corn  acreage 
allotments — which  I  know  we  shall  have 
to  do— and  in  the  event  there  should  be 
restrictions  on  soybeans,  such  a  farmer 
will  go  right  back  into  wheat  production. 
If  we  allow  too  high  an  exempt  wheat 
acreage,  we  shall  defeat  what  we  are 
endeavoring  to  accomplish  by  voting 
wheat  quotas  with  respect  to  the  big 
commercial  operators,  because  we  deny 
certain  wheatgrowers  a  certain  number 
of  acres  of  wheat.  However,  the  little 
fellow,  who  is  denied  a  certain  acreage 
in  corn  comes  along,  and  he  puts  those 
same  acres  into  wheat.  Those  acres  may 
produce  25  or  30  bushels  to  the  acre, 
whereas  the  national  average  may  be 
around  18  or  15.  Then  we  shall  have 
immediately  taken  up  all  the  slack  in 
wheat  production  which  we  thought  we 
were  obtaining  by  voting  certain  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  big  commercial  wheat- 
growers. 

We  cannot  escape  that  fact.  I  should 
like  to  stand  here  and  say,  “Allow 
the  producer  25  acres  unrestricted.” 
That  would  please  the  producers  in  the 
Midwest,  in  such  States  as  Wisconsin, 
Minnesota,  Iowa,  and  even  Michigan  and 
Illinois,  where  certain  farmers  may  not 
have  grown  an  acre  of  wheat  in  the  past 
12  years. 

If  a  restriction  were  placed  on  their 
corn,  they  would  look  around  for  some 
other  type  of  crop.  They  would  say, 
“Wheat  is  it.”  They  could  plant  25  acres 
without  being  in  violation  of  any  regu¬ 
lations;  and  if  25  acres  were  planted  to 
wheat  on  very  many  farms  in  Indiana, 
Illinois,  Wisconsin,  and  Minnesota — 
farms  that  have  not  had  an  acre  of  wheat 
for  the  past  12  years — whatever  restric¬ 
tions  we  have  imposed  on  Kansas,  Okla¬ 
homa,  and  Dakota  producers  would  be 
absolutely  defeated,  and  we  would  come 
up  with  the  same  total  number  of  bush¬ 
els  of  wheat  we  have  today  as  a  surplus 
problem. 

I  am  speaking  now  against  what  many 
producers  in  the  Midwestern  States  want, 
namely,  as  high  an  acreage  as  possible 
for  wheat,  because  then  they  would  have 
something  to  plant  if  they  were  denied 
corn  acreage. 

I  think  we  must  examine  this  question 
very  carefully.  I  do  not  want  to  im¬ 
pose  a  hardship  on  my  own  producers, 
but  I  do  not  want  to  defeat  the  program 
by  allowing  too  high  an  unrestricted 
wheat  acreage,  knowing  what  the  ulti¬ 
mate  effect  would  be. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  further  observa¬ 
tion? 

Mi’.  AIKEN.  Yes;  and  after  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  I  wish 
to  make  a  very  brief  explanation  as  to 
why  this  legislation  happens  to  be  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  today. 


I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  did  not  argue  for  the  25-acre 
limitation,  or  the  change  to  400  bushels, 
but  suggested  that  a  golden  mean  might 
be  20  acres  and  300  bushels. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  urges  the 
committee  to  consider  very  carefully  the 
matter  of  acreage  exemption,  with  a 
view  possibly  to  increasing  it  to  20  acres, 
thereby  reaching  a  figure  between  the 
25  acreas  fixed  by  the  House  and  the  15 
acres  suggested  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  In  order  to  keep  the 
record  straight,  as  I  understand  the  law, 
no  farmer  could  plant  25  acres  or  15  acres 
and  get  price  support,  unless  he  had  a 
wheat-acreage  allotment.  He  would  be 
exempt  from  quotas,  but  he  could  not 
plant,  5, 10,  or  any  other  number  of  acres 
and  obtain  price  support  on  his  produc¬ 
tion,  unless  he  had  a  wheat-acreage  al¬ 
lotment  for  that  number  of  acres. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  right.  He  could 
not  plant  more  than  his  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  which  might  be  under  15  acres  and 
get  price  support  on  his  wheat. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  state 
bi’iefly  how  this  proposed  legislation  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  before  the  Senate  today. 

Whenever  the  total  supply  of  wheat  in 
this  country  exceeds  by  more  than  20 
percent,  the  amount  needed  for  domes¬ 
tic  consumption,  plus  the  amount  of  es¬ 
timated  exports,  plus  15  percent  thereof 
as  a  reserve  for  carryover,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  required  to  proclaim 
marketing  quotas  for  wheat. 

On  June  30  the  Secretary,  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  law,  proclaimed  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  would  be  in  effect  for  the 
1954  ci’op. 

On  the  1st  of  July  this  year,  June  30 
being  the  end  of  the  mai’keting  year  for 
wheat,  the  carryover  of  wheat  was  about 
580  million  bushels,  according  to  the 
best  estimate  now  available.  The  crop 
report  issued  yesterday  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  places  production 
of  this  year’s  crop  at  1,174,708,000  bush¬ 
els.  Imports  during  the  marketing  year 
which  began  this  month  are  estimated  at 
5  million  bushels,  making  a  total  sup¬ 
ply  for  the  current  marketing  year  of 
over  1,759,000,000  bushels. 

Domestic  disappearance  during  the 
current  mai’keting  year  is  estimated  at 
690  million  bushels,  and  exports  may 
take  another  315  million  bushels,  making 
the  total  consumption  and  exports  for 
the  current  marketing  year  1,005,000,000 
bushels. 

Deducting  this  from  our  total  supply 
of  1,759,000,000  bushels,  we  see  that  the 
carryover  on  July  1,  1954  is  likely  to  be 
in  excess  of  750  million  bushels.  This 
would  represent  more  than  a  year’s  do¬ 
mestic  consumption,  and  an  increase  of 
170  million  bushels  over  the  carryover 
on  the  first  of  this  month. 

In  the  face  of  this  supply  situation  it 
has  become  imperative  that  production 
be  reduced  if  farmers  are  to  receive  a 
fair  price  in  the  market  place,  and  on 
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June  30,  in  accordance  with  the  law,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  proclaimed 
marketing  quotas  for  the  1954  crop  of 
wheat.  On  the  basis  of  the  figures  then 
available,  the  total  supply  for  the  1953- 
54  marketing  year  appeared  to  be  148 
percent  of  the  normal  supply.  The  ci’op 
report  issued  yesterday  showed  an  in¬ 
crease  of  42  million  bushels  over  the 
crop  l’eport  available  to  the  Secretary  on 
June  30. 

It  would  appear  that  before  mai’keting 
quotas  for  wheat  can  be  put  into  effect 
on  a  fair  and  workable  basis  some  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  law  will  be  necessary  if  we 
are  not  to  have  economic  trouble  among 
wheat  producers.  The  supply  situation 
has  reached  such  pi’oportions  that  air 
acreage  reduction  sufficient  to  bring  the 
supply  down  to  normal  in  a  single  year 
might  cause  serious  injury  to  the  coun¬ 
try’s  agricultural  plant.  Under  the  ex¬ 
isting  law  the  minimum  national  acreage 
allotment  is  55  million  acres.  I  doubt 
if  that  would  bi’ing  the  supply  of  wheat 
down  to  the  normal  supply  in  1  year. 
Nevertheless,  that  is  the  minimum  allot¬ 
ment  which  the  Secretary  can  establish. 

Mr.  President,  I  might  add  that  if  the 
present  law  stands  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  required  to  reduce  the  crop 
of  wheat  to  55  million  acres,  it  would 
represent  more  than  a  30-percent  de¬ 
crease  from  the  amount  which  was 
planted  for  this  crop  year.  The  commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  the  effect  of  a  30-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  the  acreage  of  this  important 
crop  in  1  year  might  have  economic 
repercussions  on  a  good  many  wheat 
farmei's. 

The  pending  bill,  H.  R.  5451,  with  the 
committee’s  amendments,  is  designed  to 
remove  the  inequities  in  the  existing  law, 
modify  it  to  reflect  the  changes  which 
have  occurred  since  quotas  were  last  ef¬ 
fective,  and  provide  for  a  minimxxm  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  1954  only 
of  61  million  acres,  in  lieu  of  the  pi’esent 
minimum  of  55  million  acres. 

We  have  differed  with  the  House  bill 
in  that  respect.  The  House  bill  provides 
for  a  minimum  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  of  66  million  acres  in  1954.  How¬ 
ever,  there  has  been  an  increase  in  the 
estimated  size  of  the  current  crop  since 
they  fixed  the  minimum  at  66  million 
acres.  In  fact,  the  Senate  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  called  for  a  minimum  allotment 
of  62  million  acres.  In  view  of  the  crop 
estimate,  which  was  released  at  3  o’clock 
yesterday  afternoon,  the  committee  felt 
that  a  reduction  to  61  million  acres  would 
be  advisable  for  the  1954  cx-op. 

The  acreage  allotment  of  61  million 
acres  would  represent  a  reduction  of  17  M> 
million  acres  from  the  78,553,000  acres 
seeded  to  wheat  for  the-1953  crop,  but  a 
decrease  of  only  6  million  acres  from  the 
amount  which  is  expected  to  be  harvested 
this  year. 

We  have  had  a  very  large  abandon¬ 
ment  of  planted  wheat  acreage  this  year. 
It  is  estimated  that  18  percent  of  the 
winter  wheat  planted  has  been  aban¬ 
doned,  as  compared  with  the  average  for 
the  past  10  years  of  12  percent.  That  is 
the  only  reason  we  are  not  faced  with  a 
heavier  carryover  than  what  we  actually 
have  today. 


1953 
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It  appears  that  next  July  we  will  have 
a  carryover  of  about  750  million  bushels 
of  wheat.  That  carryover  must  be  -re¬ 
duced  not  only  for  the  good  of  the  wheat 
farmer  and  the  wheat  program  in  the 
United  States,  but  it  must  be  reduced  be¬ 
cause  this  huge  amount  of  surplus  wheat 
that  hangs  over  the  market  can  seriously 
depress  if  not  demoralize  the  world 
market  for  wheat. 

We  have  already  subsidized  exporta¬ 
tion  of  wheat  under  the  wheat  agree¬ 
ment,  in  the  amount  of  $600  million  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  4  years.  If  we  do  not  make 
a  substantial  reduction  in  the  production 
of  wheat,  we  will  have  one  of  two  prob¬ 
lems  facing  us — either  a  drastic  reduc¬ 
tion  or  abandonment  of  the  wheat  sup¬ 
port  program,  or  an  increase  in  the  sub¬ 
sidy  on  exports,  which  is  already  so  high 
that  there  is  considerable  complaint. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree  to  reduce 
the  1954  crop  to'61  million  acres.  In  fact, 
probably  it  would  have  been  better  if  we 
had  made  it  60  million,  or  perhaps  even 
58  million  acres.  However,  the  chair¬ 
man,  for  one,  did  not  have  the  heart  to 
go  along  with  such  strong  medicine,  even 
though  in  the  long  run  it  would  have 
been  better  to  do  so.  I  believe  we  should 
have  2  or  3  years’  time  to  work  out  of  our 
predicament.  Perhaps  I  should  say  it 
is  a  fortunate  predicament  to  have  such 
a  heavy  surplus  of  this  commodity.  If 
we  tried  to  get  out  of  it  in  1  year  it  would 
be  bound  to  create  a  great  deal  of  hard¬ 
ship  on  many  thousands  of  families  who 
depend  upon  their  wheat  crop  for  their 
living.  On  the  other  hand,  we  are  going 
from  trouble  into  more  trouble  if  we  do 
not  take  steps  which  will  result  in  getting 
us  back  to  normal  conditions  ultimately. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
believe  our  wheat  supply  situation  is  too 
gloomy,  particularly  with  reference  to 
our  surplus  situation.  It  is  true  that  we 
have  had  some  sizable  costs  in  the  ex¬ 
port  of  wheat.  The  International  Wheat 
Agreement  price  of  $2.05  a  bushel  is  too 
high,  I  believe. " 

I  think  we  were  very  unwise  in  not 
setting  the  price  at  $2  a  bushel  and  thus 
bringing  Great  Britain  into  the  agree¬ 
ment.  Wheat  at  $2.05  a  bushel,  when 
winter  wheat  is  selling  at  $1.65  a  bushel, 
means  that  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  could  make  a  profit  on  its  export 
of  wheat,  if  it  went  into  the  cash  market 
and  bought  wheat  there,  as  it  should. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  cannot  buy  that  wheat  at  $1.65 
a  bushel,  can  it?  It  is  obligated  to  pay 
$2.21  a  bushel,  as  I  understand  the 
situation. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Not  from  the  American 
farmer.  It  could  buy  the  wheat  in  the 
open  market.  If  the  Government  does 
not  have  authority  to  do  so,  it  should 
get  the  authority.  That  would  stabilize 
the  cash  price  and  make  possible  a  far 
lower  cost  in  supporting  the  price  of 
wheat. 

I  am  not  in  agreement  with  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  action  in  reducing  the  wheat 
acreage  to  61  million  acres.  Although 
the  crop  forecast  of  July  10  estimated 
an  increased  yield  of  about  40  or  60  mil¬ 


lion  bushels,  that  is  not  the  whole  story. 
Because  of  the  tense  international  situ¬ 
ation  we  would  not  want  to  reduce  our 
supplies  down  to  what  might  be  called 
a  normal  supply  of  wheat.  We  are  faced 
with  a  drought  in  the  Southwest,  and  it 
is  spreading.  It  could  cause  us  real 
trouble  in  the  future.  We  have  had  ab¬ 
normally  high  yields  of  grain  for  the 
past  10  years.  Ihey  have  been  higher 
than  at  any  other  time.  We  have  had 
better  weather  conditions  than  we  nor¬ 
mally  have.  In  the  spring  wheat  area 
at  the  present  time  we  have  the  earliest 
infestation  of  a  new  and  very  dangerous 
type  of  rust,  known  as  15  B.  It  is  a  far 
more  dangerous  type  of  rust  than  we 
have  had  in  all  our  history.  % 

The  July  10  report  is  dated  July  10. 
However,  the  findings  were  determined 
as  of  July  1.  The  next  2  or  3  weeks 
will  determine  whether  we  will  have  as 
big  a  spring  wheat  crop  as  is  estimated — 
which  would  be  the  second  highest  in 
o.ur  history — or  a  very  small  one.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  years  I  have  farmed,  I  have 
burned  up  thousands  of  acres  of  wheat 
that  had  looked  very  good  just  2  weeks 
before  it  was  harvested.  The  rust  would 
eat  up  the  stems  and  thus  destroy  the 
crop.  So  I  put  a  match  to  the  crop  and 
burned  it  all  off. 

Mr.  President,  our  present  wheat  acre¬ 
age  is  78,553,000  acres.  The  committee 
bill  would  give  us  61  million  acres.  That 
is  a  cut  of  22  percent.  When  we  figure 
the  10-year  average  of  abandonment  of 
the  wheat  crop  and  deduct  that  from 
the  61  million  acres,  we  have  a  total 
wheat  crop  for  next  year  of  54,300,000 
acres. 

Mr.  President,  you  can  figure  it  any 
way  you  wish,  but  with  our  normal  do¬ 
mestic  needs,  plus  expected  exports  of 
315  million  bushels — and  we  ought  to 
export  much  more — we  will  have  a  lower 
carryover  next  year. 

That  calculation  ‘is  made  under  the 
most  favorable  crop  conditions  which  we 
have  had  in  the  wheat  area  for  years 
and  years. 

A  drought  is  long  overdue,  and,  of 
course,  I  hope  it  may  never  come.  There 
are  other  crop  producing  problems  fac¬ 
ing  us,  too.  We  ought  not  to  worry 
quite  so  much  about  surpluses,  but  find 
a  way  of  taking  care  of  them,  and  be 
thankful  to  God  that  we  have  them. 
The  more  we  complain  about  surpluses, 
through  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  other  sources,  the  more  the  price 
goes  down,  the  more  foreign  countries 
are  inclined  to  wait  another  month  or 
longer  to  make  purchases,  and  the  more 
we  increase  our  problem. 

With  the  understanding  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  that  we  shall 
have  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  bill,  I  shall  not  offer  an  amendment 
to  increase  the  acreage  allowed  under 
the  bill,  which  is  61  million  acres.  I 
think  it  would  have  been  better  if  we 
had  provided  for  63  million  or  64  million 
acres,  but  I  believe  that  point  can  be 
ironed  out  in  conference  with  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Sixty-one 
million  acres  is  just  too  low. 

The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
has  33  members,  and  the  entire  House 
has  435  Members.  Each  one  of  them 


must  stand  for  election  every  2  years, 
and  each  Member  of  the  House  usually 
serves  on  only  one  committee.  The 
members  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  make  extensive  studies  of 
farm  problems.  I  believe  they  are  able 
to  study  those  problems  somewhat  more 
thoroughly  than  are  the  members  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  inasmuch  as  Senators  serve  on 
2  or  3  committees. 

I  believe  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  was  virtually  unanimous  in 
reporting  their  bill  with  66  million  acres, 
and  I  think  the  views  of  the  members 
of  that  committee  should  receive  consid¬ 
eration. 

So  I  believe  that  in  conference  with 
the  House  of  Representatives  it  will  be 
possible  to  work  out  a  good  bill. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  statement  which 
has  been  made  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  I  wish  to 
say  that  I  associated  myself  with  him  in 
the  committee,  at  the  time  when  we  sup¬ 
ported  a  somewhat  larger  figure  than 
61  million  acres,  and  I  share  with  him 
the  hope  that  in  conference  the  figure 
now  carried  in  the  bill  may  be  increased. 

I  do  not  believe  the  problem  of  con¬ 
trolling  surpluses  is  to  be  solved  by  deal¬ 
ing  with  it  solely  on  the  production  side. 
The  pending  bill  represents-  a  step  toward 
taking  action  with  otir  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  surpluses  on  the  production  side ; 
but  before  this  session  of  Congress  ends, 
I  hope  Congress  will  undertake  to  do 
something  about  surpluses  on  the  use 
or  disposition  side — something  realistic, 
something  which  will  enable  our  govern¬ 
ment  to  make  use  of  these  large  sur¬ 
pluses  in  terms  of  purchasing  power,  as, 
for  example,  by  sending  them  abroad  as 
token  payments  for  noncompetitive  crit¬ 
ical  and  strategic  materials  which  we 
need  badly  for  our  defense  program. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  will  yield,  I 
should  like  to  state  that  I  am  in  support 
of  the  statement  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  is  making.  The  President’s  ac¬ 
tion  yesterday  in  making  available  $15 
million  worth  of  food  to  Eastern  Ger¬ 
many  may  have  a  greater  effect  than  the 
expenditure  of  many~  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  for  our  national-defense 
program.  By  making  our  surplus  food 
available  to  people  of  other  lands,  who 
are  hungry  and  in  dire  need,  we  accom¬ 
plish  more,  in  terms  of  effect  upon  the 
hearts  and  minds  of  those  people,  than 
we  could  ever  accomplish  by  means  of 
defense  preparations. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  Therefore,  I  am  100  per¬ 
cent  in  agreement  with  what  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  advocating,  be¬ 
cause  the  use  of  cold  dollars  or  cannon 
or  bombs  will  not  enable  us  to  win  the 
minds  and  hearts  of  men;  but  we  can 
succeed  in  winning  the  hearts  and  minds 
of  men  if  we  give  them  food  when  they 
are  hungry  or  give  them  clothing  when 
they  are  suffering  from  cold.  That  is  the 
most  important  step  that  can  be  taken 
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by  Congress  during  the  remaining  weeks 
of  this  session. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  is  entirely  correct,  and  I  thank 
him  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  President,  I  associate  myself  very 
strongly  and  very  definitely  with  the 
President’s  most  constructive  statement 
of  yesterday.  Not  only  is  it  important 
that  we  win  friends  abroad,  but  in  the 
cold  war  in  which  we  are  engaged,  it  is 
important  that  our  agricultural  sur¬ 
pluses  be  used  in  such  a  way  as  to  al¬ 
leviate  suffering.  It  is  also  important 
for  us  to  remember  that  every  com¬ 
modity  or  product  has  a  value  to  some¬ 
one.  It  can  be  used  for  procurement, 
as  a  token  payment.  With  it  we  can  pur¬ 
chase  some  of  the  things  we  need. 

It  is  important  that  consistent  at¬ 
tention  at  high  levels  be  paid  to  the 
problem  of  disposing  of  these  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses. 

In  connection  with  the  President’s 
message  of  last  week,  in  which  he  made 
a  suggestion  accompanied  by  a  rather  in¬ 
definite  bill,  concerning  a  program  for 
utilizing  our  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  by  making  them  available  to 
foreign  countries,  I  have  already  asked 
the  staff  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  prepare  a 
proposed  amendment  in  the  form  of  an 
additional  title,  to  the  President’s  sug¬ 
gested  bill.  So,  at  the  time  when  we 
vote  on  the  President’s  suggestion,  as 
represented  by  the  bill,  we  shall  be  able 
to  vote,  I  hope,  upon  a  proposal  to  use 
in  commercial  activities  and  in  commer¬ 
cial  manners  the  agricultural  surpluses 
we  have. 

I  believe  there  is  merit  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  suggestion,  but  I  believe  it  should 
be  limited  and  defined.  In  my  opinion 
we  should  specify  the  extent  to  which 
the  President’s  proposed  gift  program 
can  be  used.  Furthermore,  I  should  like 
to  see  included  in  the  bill  a  separate 
title  which  will  make  it  possible  to  use 
agricultural  surpluses  to  pay  for  com¬ 
modities  we  need,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  place  such  surpluses  in  the  hands  of 
the  persons  who  need  them. 

I  wish  to  associate  myself  completely 
with  the  very  constructive  statement 
made  by  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota. 

I  desire  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Congress  and,  indeed  of  all  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  to  the  fact  that 
in  connection  with  the  pending  measure 
we  are  speaking  of  planted  acres.  Re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  the  figure  decided 
upon  is  66  million  or  61  million,  we  are 
speaking  in  terms  of  acres  which  are 
planted.  Over  a  period  of  10  years,  there 
is  an  average  loss  of  10  percent  between 
the  number  of  acres  planted  and  the 
number  of  acres  harvested.  In  short,  if 
66  million  acres  are  planted,  the  number 
of  acres  harvested,  based  upon  the  10- 
year  average  loss,  will  be  only  60  million; 
and  if  61  million  acres  are  planted,  on 
the  same  basis  the  number  of  acres  har¬ 
vested  will  be  possibly  less  than  55  mil¬ 
lion.  We  should  keep  that  situation  in 
mind,  for  it  is  quite  obvious  that  dur¬ 
ing  that  10-year  period,  there  were  some 
years  in  which  the  loss  or  shrinkage  was 
greater  than  10  percent. 


The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  and 
I  are  very  happily  aware  that  year  after 
year  after  year  in  our  section  of  the 
country  there  has  been  good  growing 
weather,  abundant  moisture,  and  fine 
crops — in  an  area  which  not  so  very 
many  years  ago  had  consecutive  years 
of  drought.  If  the  severe  drought  now 
visiting  the  Southwest  should  extend  to 
an  even  larger  area  and  should  become 
more  general  in  the  next  growing  year, 
we  might  then  indeed  be  happy  if  we  had 
established  a  larger  goal — for  instance, 
66  million  acres — for  in  that  case  we 
might  find  ourselves  harvesting  perhaps 
only  45  million  or  50  million  acres. 

We  should  not  gamble  too  specula¬ 
tively*  with  the  consistent  average  of 
shrinkage  between  acres  planted  and 
acres  harvested.  We  should  keep  in 
mind  that  nothing  but  our  own  lethargy 
and  our  own  inactivity  and  our  own  lack 
of  imagination  and  vision  prevent  us 
from  disposing  of  the  surpluses  we  now 
have,  by  a  process  of  purchasing  for 
Americans  things  they  badly  need,  and 
which  we  should  be  very  happy  to  re¬ 
ceive. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  very  much. 

The  agricultural  commodity  surplus 
problem  has  been  with  u§  a  long  time.  It 
is  a  nonpolitical  problem.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  is 
composed  of  very  sincere  members,  who 
do  not  decide  matters  along  party  lines. 
Those  of  us  who  serve  on  the  committee 
have  constantly  been  trying  to  solve  the 
problem  of  the  agricultural  price  de¬ 
pressing  commodity  surpluses. 

We  recall  that  in  the  1930’s,  beef  was 
selling  for  about  $2.50  a  hundred;  hogs 
were  selling  for  about  $1.50  a  hundred; 
oats  were  selling  for  6  cents  a  bushel; 
at  one  time  the  price  of  barley  fell  as 
low  as  1  cent  a  bushel,  in  my  State;  and 
wheat  sold  for  about  30  cents  a  bushel. 
But  still  millions  of  the  people  could  not 
buy  those  commodities.  I  think  the  rea¬ 
son  was  that  we  permitted  agricultural 
commodity  prices  to  drop  in  1928,  and 
following  that  there  occurred  one  of  the 
worst  depressions  this  country  has  ever 
experienced. 

I,  for  one,  do  not  believe  we  can  afford 
to  permit  the  prices  of  our  agricultural 
commodities  to  drop,  because  I  believe 
they  are  the  key  to  our  entire  national 
economy.  Nearly  half  the  people  of  the 
United  States  live  on  farms  or  in  small 
towns  or  in  cities  of  less  than  2,500  popu¬ 
lation.  To  those  people,  agricultural  in¬ 
come  means  everything.  They  have  a 
tremendous  purchasing  power  for  the 
good  of  the  entire  Nation.  Even  in  some 
of  the  larger  cities,  such  as  Des  Moines 
or  Sioux  City,  with  populations  of  80,000 
or  90,000,  where  there  is  practically  no 
manufacturing,  agricultural  income  is 
practically  the  only  new  income  those 
people  have. 

We  will  never  solve  the  agricultural 
surplus  problem  if  we  reduce  wheat 
acreage  30  percent  and  cotton  acreage 
10  or  15  pei’cent  and  if  we  make  a  cor¬ 
responding  reduction  in  corn  acreage. 
The  result  would  simply  be  to  increase 
the  pressure  of  surpluses  in  the  case  of 
other  crops.  There  would  be  a  natural 
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shift  to  other  crops  in  connection  with 
which  we  already  have  surplus  problems. 

If  we  are  to  have  surpluses,  I  do  not 
know  of  any  commodities  in  which  it  is  ' 
better  to  have  them  than  wheat — which 
is  the  staff  of  life  and  is  eaten  all  over 
the  world — and  cotton  and  corn.  Those 
commodities  can  be  stored,  and  their 
production  can  be  controlled,  and  there 
is  a  worldwide  demand  for  them. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  wish  to  make  two  state¬ 
ments.  First,  let  me  say  that  some  time 
next  week,  at  a  date  which  will  be  stated 
either  later  today  or  in  time  for  the 
morning  newspapers,  I  plan  to  have  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
consider  the  President’s  request  for  au¬ 
thority  to  use  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  to  relieve  famine  around  the 
world  and  to  promote  international  good 
will. 

The  other  point  upon  which  I  should 
like  to  make  a  statement  is  that  some 
time  ago  it  appeared  to  me  that  a  mini¬ 
mum  national  acreage  allotment  of  63 
million  acres  in  1954,  as  approved  by  the 
House,  would  be  fairly  reasonable;  but 
since  we  first  began  to  consider  a  66-mil¬ 
lion-acre  allotment  we'  have  received  two 
crop  estimates.  The  one  issued  in  June 
indicated  an  increase  of  92  million 
bushels  over'  the  May  estimate  in  the 
production  of  wheat  this  year.  The  crop 
report  which  came  out  yesterday  indi¬ 
cated  an  increase  of  42  million  bushels 
more,  making  a  total  increase  in  the 
anticipated  crop  over  the  past  2  months, 
of  134  million  bushels.  This  represents 
the  production  of  about  9  million  acres, 
based  on  the  10-year  average  of  15 
bushels  to  the  acre,  qr  of  about  7  million . 
acres  based  on  the  yield  of  the  crops 
for  1952  and  1953.  I  think  we  have  been 
getting  about  18  bushels  to  the  acre  this 
year. 

That  has  caused  me  to  revise  the  pro¬ 
posed  minimum  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  downward  in  realization  that  we 
may  have  to  take  a  little  more  drastic  cut 
this  year  than  what  we’had  hoped  would- 
have  to  be  made.  I  do  not  want  it  to 
become  necessary  for  the  country  to  sub¬ 
sidize  wheat  production  at  $1  a  bushel. 
It  is  entirely  possible  that  the  price  on 
the  world  market  will  go  to  $1.50  unless 
the  Congress  takes  steps  to  reduce  our 
own  production  sufficiently  so  that  the 
surplus  will  diminish  instead  of  increase 
constantly. 

This  year  there  was  a  very  heavy  aban¬ 
donment  of  land  planted  to  winter  wheat, 
an  abandonment  of  18  percent,  which  is 
far  above  the  average.  Much  of  it,  of 
course,  was  within  the  drought  area. 
Had  there  been  a  normal  abandonment, 
we  would  probably  have  been  confronted 
with  another  100  million  or  150  million 
bushels  which  would  have  been  added  to 
the  surplus  facing  us  today.  I  think  we 
should  not  consider  too  lightly  the  effect 
of  what  we  do  on  the  world  market  price 
of  wheat. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota. 
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Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  compliment  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  junior  Senator  from  North 
Dakota,  upon  the  very  able  statement  he 
has  made  regarding  the  pending  bill. 
There  are  few  Members  of  the  Senate 
who  are  better  informed  on  the  entire 
subject  of  wheat  than  is  he. 

The  Senator  mentioned  the  drought. 
During  that  period  the  Senator,  who  is 
a  farmer  himself,  served  on  various  com¬ 
mittees  in  the  State  that  were  continu¬ 
ally  studying  and  investigating  the  wheat 
situation.  The  distinguished  Senator 
was  formerly  a  member  of  the  Senate  of 
the  State  of  North  Dakota,  which  also 
dealt  with  the  problem.  I  know  that  if 
the  pending  bill  is  passed,  no  matter 
what  figure  we  arrive  at,  whether  it  be 
61  million  or  63,500,000,  my  distinguished 
friend  and  colleague  and  myself  will  be 
in  North  Dakota  urging  the  people  to 
vote  in  favor  of  the  referendum,  and  my 
opinion  is  that  it  will  be  overwhelmingly 
adopted. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  thank  my  colleague 
very  much  for  his  statement.  We  have 
worked  very  closely  together  for  years 
on  farm  problems.  If  I  may  merely  add 
a  brief  statement,  I  shall  then  yield  the 
floor. 

One  reason  for  our  having  stepped  up 
our  agricultural  production,  making 
more  food  available  for  human  consump¬ 
tion,  is  that  within  the  past  20  years 
we  have  almost  completed  the  transition 
from  horse  or  mule  farming  to  mecha¬ 
nized  farming.  On  January  1,  1930,  we 
had  19,124,000  head  of  horses  and  mules. 
As  of  this  year,  there  are  about  5  million 
head,  or  about  14  million  fewer  horses 
and  mules. 

It  requires  about  as  much  to  feed  a 
horse  or  a  mule  that  is  working  as  it  does 
to  feed  a  cow.  The  reduction  of  approxi¬ 
mately  14  million  head  of  horses  and 
mules  has  meant  the  release  of  millions 
of  additional  acres  to  produce  food  for 
human  consumption.  The  transition 
from  horse  to  mechanized  farming  is 
about  completed;  so  We  will  not  have 
many  additional  acres  thus  made  avail¬ 
able  to  produce  surplus  wheat  and  other 
crops  for  human  consumption. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  take  only  a  very  few  moments.  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  I  have  been  in 
close  touch  with  the  raising  of  food 
crops  for  56  years,  having  been  born  on 
a  fai;m  and  having  operated  my  own 
farm  continually;  and  when  I  say  “op¬ 
erated”  I  do  not  mean  that  I  lease  or 
rent  it.  I  actually  operate  it  myself  and 
pay  the  monthly  bills.  So,  when  I  speak 
on  this  subject,  I  think  I  know  whereof 
I  speak. 

I  believe  the  first  thing  we,  as  Ameri¬ 
cans,  must  realize  is  that  if  we  are  to 
have  price  supports,  there  will  be  years 
in  which  it  will  be  necessary  to  have 
acreage  allocations  in  effect.  That  is  as 
evident  as  it  is  that  we  are  sitting  in  the 
Senate,  and  I  think  that  we,  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  as  well  as  the  people  generally, 
should  realize  it.  I  repeat,  if  we  are  to 
have  price  supports,  there  will  be  periods 
when  it  will  be  necessary  to  have  acre¬ 
age  allocations. 

Another  thing  which  we  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  must  recognize,  and  which  all  the 
people  should  recognize,  particularly  the 


cii.,  folks,  is  that  surpluses  are  good,  not 
bad.  The  weaknesses  of  our  support  pro¬ 
gram  are,  in  my  personal  opinion,  the 
weaknesses  of  our  farm  program,  namely, 
that  we  have  not  encouraged  the  farmers 
themselves  to  provide  sufficient  storage 
capacity  to  enable  them  to  store  upon 
their  own  farms  the  grain  and  other 
agricultural  commodities  they  produce 
from  year  to  year,  in  order  that  they 
might  take  advantage  of  the  support 
prices. 

Too  many  farmers  have  too  limited 
storage  facilities.  Therefore,  when  they 
harvest  their  crops  of  corn,  wheat,  or 
soybeans  they  find  it  necessary  to  mar¬ 
ket  them  immediately.  I  think  what  the 
Congress  ought  to  do  is  to  help  the  farm¬ 
ers  create  additional  storage  facilities. 

Another  thing  which  we  should  do,  in 
my  opinion,  is  educate  the  American 
people,  including  ourselves,  to  the  fact 
that  surpluses  are  desirable.  There  is  a 
large  surplus  of  gold,  but  no  one  thinks 
anything  about  it.  I  believe  that  a  sur¬ 
plus  is  fundamentally  an  inventory,  no 
more  and  no  less.  At  the  moment  the  in¬ 
ventory  of  new  r  utomobiles  in  the  hands 
of  factories,  and  wholesalers  and  retail¬ 
ers,  probably  represents  about  $3  billion. 
I  do  not  have  the  figures  on  the  sur¬ 
plus  or  inventory  of  goods  in  manufac¬ 
turing,  wholesale  and  retail  hands,  but  it 
runs  into  billions  and  billions  of  dollars. 
So  we  ought  to  educate  ourselves  and 
all  of  the  American  people  to  the  fact 
that  surpluses  are  sc  good  thing,  not  a 
bad  thing,  and  that  huge  surpluses  ought 
not  to  force  down  the  prices  to  the  farm¬ 
ers.'  I  repeat,  a  surplus  is  a  good  thing. 
We  do  not  find  the  prices  of  automobiles 
going  down  at  this  moment  merely  be¬ 
cause  there  is  on  hand  an  inventory  of 
$3  billion  worth  of  new  automobiles. 

Another  thing  I  wish  to  say  in  respect 
to  the  pending  measure  Is  that  I  have  no 
better  plan  to  suggest  than  the  one  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  able  chairman  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  Therefore  I  shall  vote  for 
the  pending  bill.  I  should  like  also  to 
say,  in  the  most  friendly  way  and  with 
the  most  force  I  can  possibly  muster,  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House,  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  of  the  Senate,  to  all  the 
Members  of  the  Congress,  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  and  to  all 
those  in  the  present  administration,  that 
we  dare  not  let  farm  prices  go  much 
lower  than  they  are  at  present  or  there 
will  be  a  depression  in  America.  The 
prosperity  of  the  Nation  depends  upon 
the  prosperity  of  the  farmer. 

What  is  the  farmer’s  income?  It  is 
the  price  he  receives  for  each  item  of  his 
production,  each  unit,  meaning  a  bushel 
of  wheat,  or  a  bushel  of  corn,  or  a  pound 
of  beef,  or  a  pound  of  pork,  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  bushels  or  the  number 
of  pounds  he  has.  That  is  the  source  of 
the  money  with  which  he  must  conduct 
his  business. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  able  to  stand  here 
and  state  as  a  farmer  who  pays  the 
monthly  bills,  not  as  a  city  farmer  in  the 
sense  that  I  rent  the  land  to  someone 
else  to  farm,  that  today  farm  costs  are 
increasing  and  prices  for  farm  products 
are  falling. 
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Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  what  the 
able  and  distinguished  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  has  said  is  an  absolutely  true  state¬ 
ment  of  fact.  Very  few  persons  fully 
understand  or  appreciate  the  situation. 
Many  consumers  still  have  the  idea  that, 
because  of  the  price-support  legislation 
on  the  statute  books,  the  producer  is  a 
very  important  person  who  is  receiving 
more  attention  and  more  support  from 
Congress  than  is  any  other  person  in  the 
United  States. 

To  illustrate  how  the  costs  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer  have  risen,  let  me  say  that  I  placed 
an  order  for  a  thousand-bushel  steel 
granary  last  Saturday  when  I  was  in 
Minnesota.  The  dealer  sent  me  a  letter 
saying,  “I  cannot  make  delivery  for  the 
price  which  I  quoted  you.” 

The  price  on  a  thousand-bushel  steel 
granary  was  $343.85. 

He  said,  “The  price  has  gone  up  since 
I  received  the  last  quotation  from  the 
manufacturer.  The  price  is  now  $37 
higher  than  the  last  quotation.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  I  cannot  obtain  delivery  for  at 
least  2  weeks,  and  possibly  3  weeks.” 

The  harvest  is  about  ready  to  com¬ 
mence,  and  if  that  granary  cannot  be 
delivered  within  the  next  3  weeks,  the 
harvest  will  be  practically  over  in  that 
area. 

So,  Mr.  President,  what  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  has  stated  is  true.  We  do 
not  half  understand  the  fact  that  the 
farmer  today  is  operating  on  a  declining 
price.  Consider  the  price  of  beef.  There 
is  only  one  rosy  picture  in  the  entire 
farm  situation,  and  that  is  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  pork.  In  the  category  of  agri¬ 
cultural  products  pork  is  the  only  com¬ 
modity  the  price  of  which  has  gone  up 
in  the  past  14  months.  The  other  prices 
have  been  sliding  downward. 

Beef  prices  must  be  raised  because 
they  are  far  too  low  as  compared  with 
other  prices  in  the  national  economy. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  commend  the  able 
and  distinguished  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  for  having  made  these 
very  intelligent  remarks  relative  to  what 
the  farmer  is  faced  with  because  of  in¬ 
creasing  costs  in  his  operations,  whether 
they  involve  repairs,  fuel,  oil  for  his 
tractors,  or  new  machinery.  They  are 
all  higher  than  they  were  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  say  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  members  of  his  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  to  Members  of  Congress — 
and  I  am  not  trying  to  frighten  anyone 
and  I  am  not  saying  it  in  a  spirit  of 
knowing  all  there  is  to  be  known — that  if 
farm  prices  in  the  United  States  con¬ 
tinue  to  go  down,  down,  down,  and  the 
prices  of  things  the  farmer  must  buy 
continue  to  go  up,  or  even  if  they  do  not 
go  up,  but  stay  as  they  are,  we  shall  have 
a  depression  in  America  which  will  equal 
that  which  occurred  some  20  years  ago. 

I  again  say — and  I  say  it  in  the  most 
friendly  spirit — that  we  had  better  pay 
a  great  deal  of  attention  to  this  problem, 
because  if  we  do  not,  it  will  get  away 
from  us,  and,  if  it  does,  no  one  will  gain. 

Parity  is  the  price  which  the  farmer 
should  receive  for  what  he  sells  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  price  of  that  which  he 
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buys.  I  do  not  think  anyone  can  suc¬ 
cessfully  operate  a  farm  if  he  has  to  pay 
100  percent  more  for  that  which  he  buys 
and  is  forced  to  sell  that  which  he  pro¬ 
duces  for  50  or  60  or  75  percent  less.  As 
a  farmer,  I  know  I  cannot  do  that.  I 
pay  bills  every  day  on  my  farm,  and  I 
have  been  paying  them  for  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  that  I 
have  contributed  anything  of  import¬ 
ance  to  the  debate  today.  What  I  should 
like  to  see  us  do,  if  we  possibly  can,  is 
to  sell  to  the  city  folks  and  the  business¬ 
men  of  America  the  idea  that  their  best 
customers  are  the  farmers  and  small¬ 
town  people  who  depend  upon  the  farms 
for  their  income.  If  we  let  them  down 
we  are  going  to  be  in  trouble,  and  when 
we  get  into  trouble,  as  we  learned  in 
the  past,  the  Democrats  get  hurt  as  well 
as  the  Republicans,  and  the  Republi¬ 
cans  get  hurt  the  same  as  the  Demo¬ 
crats.  I  am  pleading  with  the  agricul¬ 
tural  committees  of  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  with  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  My  opinion  is  that  the 
biggest  problem  facing  us  today  is  fall¬ 
ing  farm  prices. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  am  impressed  by 
what  the  Senator  has  said  and  by  the 
absolute  logic  of  his  position.  I  recall 
many  times  in  the  past  hearing  the  able 
Senator  make  reference  to  the  ratio  be¬ 
tween  farm  income  and  national  income. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  ratio  is  one  to 
seven. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Yes.  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  saw  a  few  days  ago  the 
Georgia  Farmers’  Market  Bulletin,  a 
Copy  of  which  was  sent  to  each  one  of 
us  by  Mr.  Tom  Linder,  agricultural  com¬ 
missioner  of  Georgia,  in  which  he  dis¬ 
cusses  the  problem  under  the  heading  of 
“Farm  Income  Controls  Jobs,  Wages, 
and  Salaries  of  More  Than  60  Million 
Workers  in  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica.”  He  gives  statistics  over  a  long 
term  of  years  which  bear  out  exactly  the 
statement  which  the  able  Senator  from 
Indiana  has  made. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  would  have 
any  objection  to  my  asking  unanimous 
consent  to  have  the  article  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  have  it  made  a  part  of  the 
Record. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  article 
to  which  I  have  referred  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Farm  Income  Controls  Jobs,  Wages,  and 

Salaries  of  More  Than  60  Million 

Workers  in  the  United  States  of  America 
(By  Tom  Under) 

The  combined  incomes  of  the  American 
people  are  seven  times  as  many  dollars  as  the 
farm  income.  This  is  a  natural  economic 
law  and  cannot  be  changed.  If  you  are  in¬ 
terested  in  a  good  income  for  yourself,  you 
are  equally  interested  in  a  farmer  receiving 
fair  prices.  Read  carefully  the  following  and 
I  believe  you  will  be  convinced. 


I  have  before  me  Statistical  Abstract  of  the 
United  States  for  1952  and  back  numbers 
issued  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Commerce,  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C. 

According  to  the  official  record,  on  page 
255  the  national  income  is  given  for  the 
years  1945-1950  inclusive.  The  total  national 
income  for  the  6  years,  exclusive  of  undivided 
profits,  totaled  $1,240,565,000,000.  For  the  6 
years  there  was  an  item  of  $68,064,000,000 
undivided  profits.  This  gave  a  total  national 
income  for  the  6  years  of  $1308,629,000,000. 

The  national  income  is  seven  times  the 
farm  income.  Stated  in  the  reverse  order, 
the  farm  income  is  one-seventh  of  the  na¬ 
tional  income.  If  we  take  one-seventh  of  the 
national  income  for  the  6  years,  we  should 
have  the  farm  income  for  the  Same  6  years. 

FARM  INCOME 

On  page  572  of  the  same  Government  re¬ 
port  for  1952  we  find  the  farm  income  for 
the  same  6  years,  namely  1945-1950  inclusive, 
totaled  1^185, 390, 0n0, 000.  When  we  multiply 
the  farm  income  by  seven  we  arrive  at  the 
figure  $1,297,730,000,000.  The  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  total  national  income  for  the  6 
years  and  seven  times  the  farm  income  for 
the  6  years  is  only  $10,899,000,000.  The  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  total  national  income  and 
seven  times  the  farm  income  is  less  than  1 
percent.  To  state  it  another  way,  seven 
times  the  farm  income  for  the  6  years 
amounts  to  99  percent  of  the  total  national 
income  for  the  same  6  years. 

OVER  THE  YEARS  IT  HAS  BEEN  THE  SAME 

For  10  years  I  have  been  calling  attention 
to  this  fact  in  various  articles  in  the  Market 
Bulletin.  Some  of  the  seed  sown  have  fell  oh 
stoney  ground.  Others  fell  among  briers  and 
thistles.  Some  fell  on  good  ground. 

In  the  issue  of  the  Market  Bulletin  for 
November  8,  1944,  I  have  a  tabulation  of 
national  and  farm  income  for  the  years 
1921-38,  inclusive.  For  that  18-year  period 
the  national  income  amounted  to  $1,192,600 
million.  Seven  times  the  farm  income  for 
the  same  18  years  amounted  to  $1,194,200 
million,  or  almost  exactly  the  same  amount 
of  money  as  the  national  income. 

FACTORY  PAYROLLS 

In  that  article  I  also  called  attention  to  the 
fact  that  factory  payrolls  in  the  United  States 
and  farm  income  ire  almost  identical.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  18-year  period  farm  income  was 
$170,600  million  and  factory  payrolls  were 
$162,900  million.  For  the  18  years  agricul¬ 
ture  income  plus  factory  payrolls  were  con¬ 
sistently  almost  25  percent  of  the  national 
income. 

COMPARISON  FOR  1950 

On  page  757  of  the  same  Statistical  Ab¬ 
stract  for  1952,  we  find  that  all  production 
workers  in  the  major  industry  group  received 
wages  totaling  $34,565  million,  while  the 
farm  income  for  the  same  year  was  $33,232 
million. 

LARGE  MAIL-ORDER  HOUSES  AND  SOME  OTHER 

BUSINESSES  KNOW  THAT  NATIONAL  INCOME  IS 

CONTROLLED  BY  FARM  INCOME 

In  other  articles  I  have  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  some  of  the  largest  mer¬ 
chants  in  the  United  States  base  their  buy¬ 
ing  for  future  sales  on  the  farm  income. 
Their  rule  is  very  simple.  They  take  the 
indicated  farm  income  12  months  in  ad¬ 
vance  and  multiply  it  by  7  to  determine  the 
national  income.  Sixty  percent  of  all  in¬ 
come  finally  finds  its  way  into  the  merchan¬ 
dise  mart.  Sixty  percent  of  the  indicated 
national  income  is  the  amount  of  money 
that  merchants  will  handle.  It,  therefore, 
follows  that  the  percentage  of  increase  or  de¬ 
crease  in  national  income  will  be  the  per¬ 
centage  in  increase  or  decrease  of  sales  in 
the  individual  establishment.  Some  big 
houses  have  been  doing  this  for  years  and 
they  have  been  the  more  successful  mer¬ 
chants  in  the  country. 
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TO  COMPLAIN  ABOUT  A  FARMER  GETTING  HIGH 

PRICES  IS  TO  COMPLAIN  ABOUT  GETTING  A  HIGH 

WAGE  OR  SALARY  YOURSELF - TO  WISH  FOR 

LOWER  PRICES  FOR  THE  FARMER  IS  TO  WISH 

FOR  LOWER  WAGES  OR  SALARY  FOR  YOURSELF 

This  law  of  the  national  income  being  7 
times  the  farm  income  is  a  simple,  natural 
law.  The  farmer  produces  raw  materials. 
Our  entire  national  economy  is  based  on  the 
production  and  use  of  raw  materials.  If 
we  include  all  raw  materials  the  same  rule 
will  hold,  except  that  the  ratio  for  all  raw 
materials  will  be  aboue  5  to  1  instead  of 
7  to  1. 

All  raw  material  producers  taken  together 
constitute  a  very  large  part  of  the  market 
for  finished  products  and  processed  products. 
Prices  of  finished  and  processed  products  are 
finally  determined  by  the  income  of  the  con¬ 
sumers,  including  the  producers  of  the  raw 
materials.  If  the  prices  of  finished  products 
are  raised  out  of  line  with  prices  of  raw 
materials,  the  public  cannot  consume  all  the 
finished  products  and  business  begins  to 
slow  down  and  the  national  income  begins 
to  go  down. 

Of  course,  economists  can  get  off  into  many 
details  and  get  lost  in  the  woods,  but  if  you 
stick  to  these  fundamental,  simple  facts  they 
are  so  plain  that  “he  who  runs  may  read.” 

Year  by  year  comparisons  will  show  dis¬ 
crepancies  because  there  is  a  time  element 
involved  from  raw  material  to  final  consump¬ 
tion.  Nevertheless,  if  any  group  of  several 
years  is  taken  together  the  time  element  is 
largely  removed.  The  greater  number  of 
years  used,  the  less  discrepancy  will  be  found. 

I  am  sending  a  copy  of  this  article  to  the 
President,  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  to 
each  Member  of  the  Senate  and  House  in 
Washington,  because  some  of  them  are  al¬ 
ready  familiar  with  this  natural  law  but  to 
some,  perhaps,  it  will  be  new. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
would  like  to  have  inserted  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  figures  which  I  have  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  showing  that  since  1929  the  na¬ 
tional  income  has  been  almost  exactly 
seven  times  the  farm  income. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  figures  made  a  part  of  the 
Record. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  table  contain¬ 
ing  the  figures  to  which  I  have  referred 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Year 

Gross  farm 
income 

National 

income 

1929 . 

Billions 
$13. 832 
11. 420 

Billions 

$87.4 

75.0 

1930 . ' . 

1931. . 

8. 378 

58.9 

1932 . . 

6.  400 

41.  7 

1933. . 

6.  919 

39.6 

1934 . 

8.019 

48.6 

1935. . 

9.  012 

56.8 

1936 . 

10.  349 

64.  7 

1937. . . . 

10.  849 

73.6 

1838. . 

9.  591 

67.4 

1939 . 

9.  663 

72.5 

1940 . . . 

10. 196 

81.3 

1941 . . . 

13. 163 

103.8 

1942 

17.  942 

137. 1 

1943 . 

22.  225 

169.7 

1944 . . 

23.  337 

183.8 

1945 . 

24.581 

182.7 

1946 . . 

28. 195 

180.3 

1947 . 

33.  68 8 

198.7 

1948 . 

34.  263 

223.5 

1949 . . 

31.  578 

216.3 

1950 . 

31. 803 

239.2 

1953 
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Year 

Gross  farm 
income 

National 

income 

1951. . 

Billions 
$36. 445 
36. 982 

Billions 

$277.6 

291.2 

1952 . . . 

Total . 

448. 830 

3, 171. 4 

Average  turn  of  gross  farm  income:  7.06. 

Source  of  data:  Agricultural  in.come— Bureau  of  Agri¬ 
cultural  Economics,  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture; 
national  income— Survey  of  Current  Business,  U.  S. 
Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  I  take  my  seat  I  should  like  to  say 
that  we  should  make  certain,  if  it  is 
humanly  possible,  that  we  do  not  permit- 
farm  prices  to  continue  to  go  down, 
down,  down,  because  if  we  do,  God  help 
all  of  us. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  listened  with  great  interest  to  the 
statement  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Indiana.  He  has  suggested  that  we 
must  be  careful  not  to  let  farm  prices  go 
down,  down,  down.  It  is  not  too  difficult 
to  find  out  what  makes  farm  prices  go 
down,  down,  down.  It  is  surplusses.  I 
tried  to  point  out  a  few  days  ago  that  a 
surplus  of  10  million  cattle  is  causing 
trouble  in  the  cattle  market.  If  we  want 
to  know  what  has  happened  this  year  to 
the  wheat  business  which  makes  the 
farmer  take  from  50  to  60  cents  less 
than  the  support  price,  it  is  because 
there  is  a  surplus  of  from  500  million 
to  600  million  bushels. 

Until  we  deal  courageously  with  this 
problem,  we  shall  continue  to  see  prices 
go  down,  down,  down. 

Let  us  look  at  some  figures.  Why  is 
it  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
knows  that  he  must  put  marketing 
quotas  on  wheat  during  the  season  of 
1954?  I  am  taking  these  figures  partly 
from  a  Government  publication  known 
as  the  Wheat  Situation,  which  was  re¬ 
leased  on  June  25,  1953,  and  partly 
from  the  figures  of  the  Crop  Reporting 
Board,  which  came  out  yesterday,  July 
10. 

To  begin  with,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  to  make  two  computations 
on  wheat.  First  of  all,  he  must  decide 
whether  to  apply  marketing  quotas,  and 
if  he  decides  to  do  so,  he  must  then  de¬ 
cide  what  acreage  allotment  shall  be 
made  to  farn\ers. 

So  I  use  two  different  sets  of  figures. 
They  are  not  identical,  but  I  think  they 
are  both  important. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  table,  even  though  I  hold 
it  in  my  hand  while  I  talk  about  it. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Wheat,  1953 

(Data  from  BAE  crop  report,  July  1,  1953) 
[Million  bushels] 

MARKETING  QUOTA,  NORMAL  (DEMAND) 


Supply: 

Domestic  (1952-53) _  670 

Exports  (1953-54) _  315 


985 

15  percent  carryover _  148 


Wheat,  1953 — Continued 
Supply — Continued 

Normal _ 1, 133 

20  percent  marketing  quota _  227 


,^Otal  (supply) _ 1,360 


Supply: 

Estimated  carryover,  July  1,  1953 _  580 

Estimated  production,  1953 _ _  1,  174 

Imports _  5 


Total  supply _ , _ 1,  759 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT,  NORMAL  YEARS 

10-year  adjusted  average  consumption: 

Domestic _  715 

Export _  360 


1,075 

30  percent _  323 


1,  398 

Less  carryover  indicated  as  of  July 

1,  1954 _  .  774 

Production  needed _  624 

Average  yield  (bushel) _  15 

1953  indicated  1  allotment _  41.  6 


1  If  190  million  bushels  are  deducted  for 
feed  and  seed,  the  production  needed  would 
only  be  434  million  bushels,  which  is  15 
bushels  per  acre  could  be  produced  on  27 
million  acres. 

Present  law  55  million-acre  minimum  is 
too  high  by  13.4  million  acres. 

Mr.  ANDERSON. .  Mr.  President,  in 
the  first  place,  in  calculating  market 
quotas,  we  start  with  the  factor  of  dis¬ 
appearance.  We  calculate  the  amount 
of  wheat  that  disappears  from  the  mar¬ 
ket  in  a  year.  Last  year  670  million 
bushels  disappeared  for  domestic  use. 
That  figure  is  of  some  interest,  because 
a  newspaper  article  which  I  read  in,  I 
think,  the  Chicago  Tribune  said  that  we 
do  not  need  to  produce  a  bushel  of  wheat 
in  the  United  States  in  1954,  because 
there  is  already  sufficient  wheat  to  take 
care  of  all  requirements.  That  state¬ 
ment  is  absolutely  true.  There  could  be 
a  100-percent  wheat-crop  failure,  and 
still  there  would  be  enough  wheat  to 
take  care  of  our  domestic  requirements. 

In  addition,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  required  to  estimate  and  add  ex¬ 
ports.  In  the  year  1953-54  the  exports 
were  estimated  to  be  315  million  bushels. 

Then  the  Secretary  is  required  to  add 
a  15-percent  carryover,  or  148  million 
bushels.  That  makes  a  normal  supply 
of  1,133,000,000  bushels. 

As  a  factor  of  safety,  the  Secretary  is 
required  to  add  20  percent  to  that 
amount,  so  that  there  will  surely  be 
enough  wheat  in  this  country.  That 
produces  a  total  figure  of  1,360,000,000 
bushels. 

Against  that,  he  must  ascertain  how 
much  wheat  there  is  in  the  country.  As 
of  July  1,  1953,  the  estimated  carryover 
is  580  million  bushels. 

According  to  the  outside  cover  of  the 
Crop  Production  Release,  dated  July  10, 
3  p.  m.,  which  was  yesterday,  and  also 
according  to  figures  on  page  11,  the  esti¬ 
mated  production  will  be  1,174,000,000 
bushels  of  wheat.  Imports  are  expected 
to  be  5  million  bushels.  Actually,  we 
have  been  importing  more  than  that 
from  Canada  by  calling  it  wheat  unfit 
for  human  consumption,  but  we  think 


perhaps  that  leak  has  been  plugged  up. 
So  our  total  supply  is  1,759,000,000 
bushels. 

What  will  the  demand  be? 

All  that  possibly  could  be  required, 
with  the  carryover  and  the  safety  factor, 
is  1,310,000,000  bushels.  So  there  can  be 
no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  anyone  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  the  law, 
will  be  required  to  impose  ,  marketing 
quotas  next  year,  since  supply  far  ex¬ 
ceeds  demand. 

When  he  imposes  marketing  quotas 
he  switches  over  and  follows  another 
section  of  the  law.  He  begins  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  he  will  allot  the  wheat  acres 
among  the  several  States.  First,  he  takes 
the  10-year  adjusted  average  consump¬ 
tion — not  last  year’s  consumption,  but 
the  10-year  figure.  In  this  particular 
instance  the  10-year  figure  is  high,  be¬ 
cause  it  includes  not  only  the  war  years 
but  also  postwar  years,  when  employ¬ 
ment  was  high,  earnings  were  high,  and, 
therefore,  purchases  were  high. 

He  must  use  as  the  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  figure  715  million  bushels.  Bear  in 
mind  that  last  year  it  was  670  million 
bushels.  But  he  must  use  715  million 
bushels  in  his  calculations.  In  other 
words,  he  arbitrarily  adds  45  million 
bushels  more  than  he  estimates  the  con¬ 
sumption  next  year  will  be  because  of 
the  requirements  of  the  law. 

Then  he  must  add  the  10 -year  figure 
for  exports.  We  all  know  that  exports 
during  the  years  following  the  war  were 
extremely  high.  Therefore,  he  must 
add  360  million  bushels  for  exports.  No 
one  believes  the  United  States  will  export 
360  million  bushels,  not  even  if  we  find 
other  places  like  Pakistan.  A  few  days 
ago  the  Senate  passed  a  bill  to  give  30 
million  or  40  million  bushels  of  wheat  to 
Pakistan,  in  the  hope  that  the  surplus 
might  be  reduced  a  little.  Yet  in  10  days 
a  new  crop  report  shows  that  the  amount 
of  the  crop  has  gone  up  42  million  bush¬ 
els.  In  other  words,  we  cannot  give 
away  our  wheat  as  fast  as  it  grows.  So 
we  estimate  our  exports  next  year  at 
360  million  bushels,  but  we  know  they 
will  not  exceed  300  million  bushels. 

Adding  those  figures  together,  we  get 
1,075,000,000.  Under  the  law,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  required  to  set  aside  30  percent 
of  that  amount  as  a  factor  of  safety,  so 
that  the  American  market  will  never  run 
so  short  of  wheat  that  proper  housekeep¬ 
ing  cannot  be  done  with  the  wheat;  in 
other  words,  that  there  will  be  enough 
on  hand  to  be  shipped  to  the  mills  in 
orderly/ fashion  and  for  orderly  process¬ 
ing  into  flour. 

Accordingly  we  add  30  percent  of  the 
total  amount,  which  is  323  million 
bushels. 

We  learned  in  the  years  when  we  were 
trying  desperately  to  ship  wheat  to  Euro¬ 
pean  countries  that  we  could  get  by  with 
a  carryover  of  83  million  bushels.  We 
tried  to  go  down  to  150  million  bushels. 
We  scraped  to  get  down  to  125  million 
bushels.  Finally,  in  those  days,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  went  down  to  83 
million  bushels.  As  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  at  the  time,  I  did  not  enjoy  that. 
But  we  did  go  down  to  83  million  bushels. 
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When  we  put  down  as  a  reserve  factor 
323  million  bushels,  surely  we  have  put 
aside  enough  as  a  factor  of  safety.  We 
could  go  to  about  100  million  bushels 
or  150  million  bushels.  In  fact,  legisla¬ 
tion  which  came  from  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  at  one  time  carried  a  rider 
providing  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  could  never  export  wheat  to  such 
an  extent  that  the  domestic  supply  went 
below  150  million  bushels.  Everyone 
agreed  that  surely  that  was  a  safe  figure. 
The  amendment  was  not  agreed  to  and 
the  exports  carried  our  supply  50  million 
bushels  below  that. 

Then  the  carryover  must  be  subtracted 
from  that  figure.  The  carryover  esti¬ 
mated  on  July  1,  1954,  is  774  million 
bushels.  Subtract  that  carryover  from 
total  requirements  of  1,398,000,000 
bushels,  and  we  find  that  the  production 
needed  in  1954  is  624  million  bushels  of 
wdieat. 

The  average  yield  in  1952  was  slightly 
in  excess  of  20  bushels  for  every  har¬ 
vested  acre.  The  average  yield  this  year 
will  be  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood 
of  18  bushels  for  every  harvested  acre. 
But  in  this  calculation  we  must  use 
planted — not  harvested  acres.  There¬ 
fore,  we  use  the  adjusted  figure  of  15 
bushels  to  the  acre,  and  to  get  624  mil¬ 
lion  bushels,  we  need  only  plant  41.6 
million  acres. 

Think  of  it:  it  takes  only  41.6  million 
acres  of  wheat  to  produce  all  the  wheat 
this  country  itself  uses,  all  the  wheat 
this  country  can  be  expected  to  export, 
the  45  million  bushels  more  estimated 
for  domestic  use  than  we  are  going  to 
use,  the  50  million  bushels  more  esti¬ 
mated  for  export  than  we  are  going  to 
export,  and  300  million  bushels  as  a 
factor  of  safety.  All  that  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  41.6  million  acres. 

If  Senators  want  to  know  what  will 
drive  down  the  price  of  wheat  in  1954,  it 
will  be  the  planting  of  20  million  or  30 
million  additional  acres  of  wheat  more 
than  we  need.  The  American  farmer 
need  not  be  misled.  As  I  stand  here,  I 
am  looking  at  the  distinguished  senior 
senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Clements]. 
Kentucky  raises  a  large  tobacco  crop. 
The  Senator  from  Kentucky  and  I  know 
what  happens  to  tobacco  when  too  much 
of  it  is  produced.  The  finest  agricul¬ 
tural  programs  in  the  United  States  have 
been  those  dealing  with  tobacco,  because 
farmers  in  the  Carolinas,  Virginia,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  other  States,  have  so  calcu¬ 
lated  their  requirements  and  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  United  States  that  they 
do  not  call  upon  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  to  handle  all  their  sur¬ 
pluses.  As  a  result,  their  prices  are 
good.  So  long  as  that  condition  con¬ 
tinues,  we  shall  have  a  prosperous  agri¬ 
culture  in  the  tobacco  areas. 

I  was  about  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender]  that  the  rice  situation  is  not 
in  bad  shape.  The  rice  farmers  have 
kept  production  pretty  well  in  line. 
Whenever  farmers  work  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  watch  their 
production  their  prices  are  good.  But 
any  time  we  allow  7  million  bales  of  cot¬ 
ton,  a  billion  bushels  of  corn,  and  600 
million  or  700  million  bushels  of  wheat 


to  hang  over  the  market,  the  American 
farmer  knows  what  he  will  get.  He  will 
get  reduced  prices.  We  do  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer  no  favor  when  we  give  him 
extremely  large  acreages  for  his  prod¬ 
ucts  and  then  say  to  him,  “We  are  so 
sorry.  You  did  not  provide  storage.  We 
can  only  give  you  72  percent  of  parity 
as  a  support  price  for  your  wheat.” 

Why  should  the  American  farmer  be 
expected  to  develop  tremendous  storage 
capacities?  The  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  was 
before  the  Agriculture  Committee  when 
we  were  discussing  the  question  of  wheat 
quotas.  He  and  his  very  able  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel]  realize  that  in  part  the  trou¬ 
ble  of  the  wheat  farmers  was  due  to  the 
fact  that  there  were  no  marketing  quotas 
on  wheat  last  year. 

I  read  into  the  Record  figures  that  in¬ 
dicated  the  need  for  wheat  marketing 
quotas  for  1952  just  as  the  figures  indi¬ 
cate  such  a  need  for  1953. 

Why  should  the  American  farmer, 
when  he  has  not  been  compelled  to  plant 
under  acreage  limitations  be  told,  “It  is 
your  fault  that  you  did  not  find  storage,” 
or  “it  is  the  fault  of  some  other  agency 
that  dijd  not  find  the  storage  for  you.” 

I  think  the  fault  very  definitely  lies 
with  the  Congress  when  we  say  to  the 
farmer  that  he  may  produce  wheat  be¬ 
yond  what  can  be  consumed  and  beyond 
what  can  be  stored. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Let  me  finish  one 
thought,  and  I  shall  be  happy  to  yield. 

The  present  law,  which  establishes  55 
million  acres  of  wheat  as  a  minimum, 
provides  13.4  million  more  acres  of  wheat 
than  we  need.  We  know  it.  That  acre¬ 
age,  producing  15  bushels  to  the  acre, 
is  bound  to  give  us  nearly  200  million 
bushels  more  than  we  need,  which  will 
be  added  to  the  323  million  bushels  which 
we  regard  as  a  factor  of  safety.  We  add 
200  million  bushels,  so  that  we  can  have 
550  million  bushels  or  600  million  bushels 
of  wheat  hanging  over  the  market  and 
driving  down  the  price  of  wheat  for  the 
American  farmer. 

The  law  says — and  I  do  not  blame  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  if  he  does  not 
administer  this  section  of  the  law;  I  think 
it  may  be  a  mistake  to  have  it  on  the 
books — that  he  must  deduct  also  the 
amount  used  for  feed  and  seed.  That 
amount  is  going  to  be  190  million  bushels. 
If  we  deduct  that  amount,  the  amount 
needed  to  be  produced  in  1954  is  only 
434  million  bushels;  and,  at  15  bushels 
to  the  acre,  all  the  wheat  we  need  to 
plant  is  27  million  acres.  If  we  plant 
55  million  acres,  we  are  planting  28  mil¬ 
lion  acres  more  than  we  know  we  are 
going  to  need.  Therefore,  every  bushel 
of  wheat  produced  on  that  huge  acreage 
hangs  over  the  market  and  drives  down 
the  farmer’s  price. 

I  recognize  what  would  happen  to  the 
economy  of  the  country  if  we  suddenly 
started  to  mark  down  the  wheat  acreage 
to  27  million  acres.  I  realize  what  would 
happen  to  the  economy  of  the  country 
if  we  tried  to  put  it  at  only  41.6  million 
acres.  That  is  why  I  have  been  willing 
to  go  along  with  the  committee  on  a 
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figure  which  I  think  is  6  million  acres 
too  high.  The  figure  in  this  bill  is  61 
million  acres.  I  would  greatly  prefer  55 
million  acres,  which  I  think  is  the  proper 
figure. 

I  do  not  like  to  hear  it  suggested  that 
when  the  bill  goes  to  conference  every¬ 
thing  will  be  ironed  out  smooth.  I  think 
Senators  should  know  that  if  a  bill 
comes  back  here  for  64  million,  65  mil¬ 
lion,  or  66  million  acres,  the  kindest 
thing  any  Senator  can  do  for  his  farmers 
is  to  vote  down  such  a  conference  report 
and  refuse  to  have  anything  to  do  with 
a  settlement  which  would  mean  that  we 
would  hang  another  100  million  bushels 
of  wheat  around  the  necks  of  the  farm¬ 
ers,  and  then  say,  “If  prices  go  down 
we  may  have  a  depression.” 

I  am  not  trying  to  be  critical  of  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  CapehartI. 
He  was  as  right  as  he  could  be  when  he 
said  that  if  agricultural  prices  continued 
to  slump  we  could  have  a  depression. 
We  learned  that  in  1921.  We  learned  it 
in  1928  and  have  seen  it  year  after  year 
after  year.  But  why  do  we  have  to  find 
it  out  over  and  over  and  over  again? 
Can  we  not  profit  by  our  experiences? 
Why  do  we  not  try  to  hold  supplies  at 
a  reasonable  figure,  so  that  we  do  not 
have  to  try  to  find  out  afterward  what 
caused  the  depression? 

That  is  all  I  hope  the  Senate  will  do. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  for  indulging  me.  I  now  yield  to 
him. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
indulgence.  It  is  always  a  privilege  to 
listen  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
speak  from  his  knowledge  and  expe¬ 
rience  on  questions  of  this  kind. 

However,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  submitted  considerable  evidence  to 
support  the  thesis  that  we  should  have 
had  wheat  quotas  and  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  last  year.  It  necessarily  follows 
from  that  that  if  we  had  had  them  we 
probably  would  not  have  had  such  a 
large  carryover,  and  our  problem  today 
would  not  be  quite  so  acute.  Why  did 
we  not  have  quotas  last  year? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  proper  per¬ 
son  to  whom  that  question  should  be 
addressed  is  the  person  who  decided  that 
we  would  not  have  them  last  year.  The 
answer  which  was  given  was  that  there 
was  an  emergency  in  Korea.  Our  offi¬ 
cials  did  not  know  how  far  the  war 
would  spread.  Therefore  there  was  a 
national  emergency  which  required  us 
to  set  aside  wheat  quotas.  I  was  one 
of  those  who  believed  that  it  should  not 
have  been  done  last  year. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  who  raised  the  question  in 
his  testimony,  heard  me  speak  wtih 
frankness  on  this  point.  I  am  not  try¬ 
ing  to  conceal  the  fact  that  I  think  there 
should  have  been  quotas  last  year,  but  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  failure  of  some¬ 
one  to  impose  wheat  quotas,  or  rather, 
I  should  say,  the  fact  that  someone  de¬ 
cided,  as  a  matter  of  judgment,  that  we 
should  not  have  wheat  quotas  last  year, 
removes  from  us  in  any  way  the  respon¬ 
sibility  to  see  to  it  that  the  acreage 
planted  in  1954  does  not  further  bank¬ 
rupt  the  farmers  of  the  Nation. 


1953 
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Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Can  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  tell  us  whether  or  not, 
under  the  law,  the  Secretary  was  au¬ 
thorized  to  avoid  putting  quotas  in  effect 
last  year? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes ;  he  was. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  it  purely  a  dis¬ 
cretionary  matter? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  wish  to 
read  the  law  to  the  Senator  unless  he 
desires  to  have  me  do  so.  I  merely 
say  to  him  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  when  he  comes  to  apply  these 
quotas,  shall  look  at  the  set  of  figures 
which  I  have  used  and  reach  a  deci¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Do  the  figures  show 
that  he  should  have  imposed  quotas? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Perhaps  I  should 
place  the  figures  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  think  that  would 
be  well. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  figures  for  last 
year  are  something  of  this  nature: 

First  of  all,  the  Secretary  must  fig¬ 
ure  whether  he  is  required  to  establish 
quotas.  To  do  that  he  starts,  again, 
with  supply.  The  domestic  requirements 
were  expected  to  be  715  million  bush¬ 
els.  Exports  were  estimated  at  375  mil¬ 
lion  bushels.  They  did  not  reach  that 
amount,  but  that  was  all  right.  He  had 
to  take  the  best  estimate  he  could  get 
at  that  time,  and  the  best  estimate  he 
could  get  was  375  million  bushels,  which 
resulted  in  a  total  demand  of  1,090,- 
000,000  bushels. 

To  that  he  must  add  a  15-percent  car¬ 
ryover,  which  became  163  million  bush¬ 
els,  or  a  total  of  1,253,000,000  bushels. 

To  that  he  must  add  the  20  percent 
factor  of  safety  which  I  mentioned  a 
moment  ago.  That  runs  251  million 
bushels,  or  a  grand  total  of  demand  of 
1,504,000,000.  Then  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  required  to  estimate  sup¬ 
ply.  First  he  takes  the  carryover,  which 
as  of  July  1,  1952,  was  248  million  bush¬ 
els — think  of  it.  We  jumped  from  248 
million  bushels  to  600  million  bushels 
or  700  million  bushels,  and  then  we 
wonder  what  caused  wheat  prices  to  go 
down. 

As  I  say,  as  of  July  1,  1952,  the  carry¬ 
over  was  248  million  bushels.  The  es¬ 
tablished  production  for  1952  was  1,326,- 
000,000  bushels.  Imports  were  estimated 
at  30  million  bushels,  or  a  total  visible 
supply  of  1,604,000,000  bushels.  That 
happened  to  be  just  100  million  bushels 
more  than  he  needed.  Therefore,  wheat 
quotas  were  called  for. 

Under  section  371  (b),  the  Secretary 
may  make  a  determination  that  the  na¬ 
tional  emergency  is  such  that,  even 
though  quotas  are  called  for,  he  may  set 
them  aside.  I  have  asked  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  furnish  me  with  a  table  showing 
how  that  decision  was  reached.  I  have 
a  letter  from  the  Department  which  I 
have  placed  in  the  record  in  the  wheat 
hearing.  I  think  all  those  who  were 
present  will  recognize  that  it  is  not  too 
convincing.  Nevertheless  it  was  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  determination  and  judgment.  I 
am  not  trying  to  question  the  judgment 
of  the  person  doing  it.  I  merely  say  that 


it  was  a  mistake;  that  we  should  have 
had  wheat  quotas  on  the  1953  crop.  We 
would  have  saved  the  farmers  of  the 
country  billions  of  dollars  in  the  long 
run,  because  they  would  not  have  had  to 
go  through  these  violent  adjustments, 
which  no  one  regrets  more  than  I  do. 

I  do  not  criticize  the  distinguished 
Senators  from  North  Dakota  or  the  able 
Senators  from  Kansas,  great  wheat- 
producing  States,  for  trying  to  prevent 
the  economy  of  their  States  from  being 
wrecked.  They  are  doing  the  right 
thing.  I  only  say  that,  if  we  get  these 
figures  "too  high,  those  States  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  wrecked  year  after  year  after 
year  by  the  quanty  of  wheat  which 
hangs  over  the  market. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Would  not  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
agree  with  me  that,  had  we  had  a  reason¬ 
able  reduction  in  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  last  year  we  would  not  have  this 
bill  before  the  Senate  today? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  should  say 
that  we  would  probably  not  have  it,  and 
I  believe  we  would  not  have  it. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  asked 
that  72  million  acres  of  wheat  be  planted 
in  1953.  It  felt  that  the  farmers  would 
accept  that  goal,  and  that  they  would 
plant  only  72  million  acres.  But  the  crop 
production  figures  on  page  11  of  the 
July  10  report  show  that  the  acreage  of 
wheat  seeded  in  the  fall  of  1952  and  in 
the  spring  of  1953  was  78,553,000  acres, 
which  exceeded  the  amount  seeded  in 
the  fall  of  1951  and  in  the  spring  of  1952. 

So  we  exceeded  what  was  indicated 
when  we  should  have  cut  it  down  to 
about  65  million  acres.  The  Department 
set  a  goal  of  72  million  acres,  but  the 
farmers  responded  with  78  million  acres. 

When  that  happens  we  naturally  hear 
stories  of  wheat  being  stored  on  the 
ground,  wheat  being  stored  in  city 
streets,  the  failure  of  the  price  support 
system  to  work,  losses  to  the  Federal 
Treasury,  and  bills  which  suggest  that 
wheat  be  given  away. 

Mr.  President,  wheat  is  a  fine  food. 
It  is  something  farmers  are  proud  to  pro¬ 
duce.  It  is  something  that  should  be 
sold.  It  is  not  something  we  should 
give  away.  Any  time  we  produce  an 
agricultural  commodity  and  say  the  only 
thing  we  can  do  with  it  is  to  give  it  away 
we  degrade  the  product  and  destroy  the 
farm  program. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  very 
fine  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  said  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago  that  the  Department  fixed  a 
goal  of  72  million  acres,  and  the  farmers 
responded  by  making  or  preparing  for 
a  wheat-seeding  crop  of  78  million  acres. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Seventy-eight  mil¬ 
lion  five  hundred  and  fifty-three  thou¬ 
sand  acres. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  agree  with  me  that 
that  was  a  pretty  large  jump,  and  that 
probably  the  reason  for  some  of  the  in¬ 


crease  was  the  anticipation  on  the  part 
of  many  farmers  that  acreage  allotments 
would  be  in  the  making  and  that  prob¬ 
ably  it  would  be  to  some  advantage  to 
them  to  have  the  greatest  acreage  they 
could  possibly  have,  in  order  to  use  it 
as  a  base.  Is  that  not  part  of  the  whole 
picture? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  There  is  no 
question  about  it.  I  agree  fully  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas. 
Any  time  it  comes  to  making  a  tight 
decision  that  could  be  handled  either 
way,  and  we  say,  “Well,  we  will  put  it 
off,”  or  “We  will  do  it  ne^t  year,”  the 
tendency  in  everyone’s  heart  is  to  say, 
“I  will  get  myself  set  for  next  year.  I 
will  plant  as  much  as  I  possibly  can. 
When  I  have  planted  as  much  as  I  pos¬ 
sibly  can  maybe  they  will  pass  some  re¬ 
lief  legislation  providing  that  a  farmer 
shall  not  be  trimmed  down  more  than  25 
percent  of  his  last  year’s  planting.  If 
so,  I  will  be  right  back  where  I  was 
before.” 

I  believe  that  happened.  I  do  not 
blame  the  farmer  for  its  happening.  I 
say  if  the  Department  of  Agriculture  had 
courageously  put  quotas  on  when  it 
should  have  put  them  on,  we  would  have 
had  6V2  million  acres,  probably  actually 
12  million  acres  less,  and  perhaps  even 
15  million  acres  less. 

That  would  mean  that  we  would  have 
225  to  250  million  bushels  of  wheat  less 
on  the  market.  We  would  not  be  try¬ 
ing  to  find  a  storage  place  for  it,  and 
the  farmer  probably  would  have  received 
as  much  for  250  million  bushels  less 
wheat  as  he  will  get  for  his  very  much 
larger  production.  All  over  the  land 
farmers  will  be  penalized  because  they 
do  not  have  storage  facilities. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  further. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  If  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  indulge  me  fur¬ 
ther,  I  know  what  he  has  just  said  is 
absolutely  correct.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  my  colleague  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]  and  I  represent  one  of  the 
greatest  wheat-producing  States  in  the 
country. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  biggest  one  of 
all. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  It  is  not  easy  for 
us  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  indicate 
or  to  have  to  come  to  the  realization, 
much  less  make  a  decision,  on  a  matter 
of  great  importance  to  our  State  which 
means  that  wheat  acreages  must  be  cut 
and  thousands  of  our  agricultural  peo¬ 
ple  must  reduce  their  wheat  acreages. 
We  realize  that  some  cuts  must  be  made, 
and  that  we  must  take  some  cuts,  but  I 
connot  agree  to  go  as  low  as  many  would 
like  to  go.  We  must  give  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  the  right,  in  a  limited 
way,  in  the  best  interest  of  the  wheat 
industry  itself,  to  require  reductions 
that  are  fair  and  reasonable  when  we 
have  such  commandingly  large  sur¬ 
pluses  piling  up,  which,  if  continued, 
will  add  to  our  difficulties  and  plague 
us.  We  must  be  forthright  and  practi¬ 
cal.  This  bill  is  a  step  in  the  right  di¬ 
rection.  As  has  been  pointed  out  it 
should  have  been  passed  last  year,  but 
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we  are  confronted  with  the  future,  not 
with  what  is  in  the  past. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  should 
not  say  that  we  must  give  the  Secretary 
that  right.  He  has  that  obligation.  I 
went  to  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration  meeting  in  Seattle  last  Decem¬ 
ber,  and  I  said  to  them,  “The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  must  make  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  we  must  establish 
wheat  quotas  next  year.” 

It  was  obvious  what  would  be  needed 
and  it  was  obvious  what  we  must  do. 

I  am  saying  it  in  the  finest  spirit  to 
the  Senate  when  I  say  that  the  Secretary 
should  follow  out  what  the  law  says  and 
not  heed  importunities  to  leave  off 
quotas  for  next  year. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  fact  is,  is  it  not, 
that  the  wheat  farmer  overplanted  the 
goal  by  6  V2  million  acres  because  he  was 
secure  in  the  knowledge  that  there  would 
be  no  penalty  imposed  upon  him?  Fur¬ 
thermore,  had  the  Secretary  felt  that 
72  million  acres  or  less  was  the  amount 
which  was  required,  he  could  have  in¬ 
sured  compliance  with  that  goal  by  im¬ 
posing  acreage  allotments  and  quotas,  as 
required  by  law.  I  almost  said  as  per¬ 
mitted  by  law. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  As  required  by  law. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  required  by  law. 
Marketing  quotas  were  required  by  law 
as  soon  as  the  Secretary  found  an  over¬ 
supply  of  wheat  existed. 

What  he  found  was  an  emergency  to 
exist  in  reverse,  so  far  as  wheat  is  con¬ 
cerned.  However,  the  farmers  were  re¬ 
assured.  We  all  heard  reports  a  year 
ago  that  farmers  were  advised  to  pay 
little  attention  to  the  goals;  that'  there 
would  be  no  penalty  imposed  on  them  if 
they  exceeded  them. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  read  what  the 
law  provides.  I  believe  we  should  look 
at  the  law  because  it  illustrates  how 
carefully  we  tried  to  make  sure  that  the 
policy  is  not  just  one  of  whim.  I  am 
quoting  from  section  371  (b)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  which  is  found 
on  page  70  of  the  Compilation  of  Agri¬ 
cultural  Acts  issued  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  as  of  January  1,  1953: 

If  the  Secretary  has  reason  to  believe  that, 
because  of  a  national  emergency  or  because 
of  a  material  Increase  in  export  demand,  any 
national  marketing  quota — 

The  export  demand  is  going  down,  not 
up— 

should  be  increased  or  terminated,  he  shall 
cause  an  immediate  investigation  to  be  made 
to  determine  whether  the  increase  or  ter¬ 
mination  is  necessary  in  order  to  effectuate 
the  declared  policy  of  this  act  or  to  meet 
such  emergency  or  increase  in  export  demand. 

I  have  tried  hard  to  find  what  inves¬ 
tigation  was  made.  I  am  not  sure  what 
investigation  was  made.  Apparently  2 
or  3  people  in  the  Department  were  asked 
their  opinion  and  that  was  the  end  of  it. 
If  anyone  can  find  what  investigation 
was  made,  I  will  be  indebted  to  him. 

The  provision  further  says: 

If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation,  the 
Secretary  finds  that  such  Increase  or  ter¬ 
mination  is  necessary,  he  shall  immediately 
proclaim  such  findings  (and  if  he  finds  an 


increase  is  necessary,  the  amount  of  the  in¬ 
crease  found  by  him  to  be  necessary)  and 
thereupon  such  quota  shall  be  increased  or 
shall  terminate,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  substan¬ 
tiate  what  the  Senator  has  stated.  In 
the  committee  hearings,  it  will  be  re¬ 
called,  we  were  unable  to  determine  if 
an  investigation  had  been  made;  and,  if 
so,  by  whom.  So  far  as  I  could  find  out 
the  decision  to  declare  an  emergency  was 
reached  in  the  Secretary’s  office.  Even 
the  officials  themselv.es  could  not  say 
that  they  had  made  an  adequate  inves¬ 
tigation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  be  very 
glad  to  submit  for  the  Record  a  letter 
dated  June  10,  1953,  which  was  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  my  letter  of  May  14,  relative 
to  the  decision  of  the  Department  not  to 
establish  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  for  the  1953  wheat  crop.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the  letter 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.  June  12, 1953. 
Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Anderson:  Tills  Is  in  reply 
to  your  letter  of  May  14  relative  to  the  De¬ 
partment’s  decision  not  to  establish  farm 
acreage  allotments  for  the  1953  wheat  crop. 

The  records  of  the  Department  indicate 
that  prior  to  issuing  the  proclamation  dis¬ 
pensing  with  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  on  the  1953  crop  of  wheat,  the 
Production  and  Marketing  Administration 
made  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  supplies 
and  requirements  of  wheat  for  the  1952-53 
and  1953-54  marketing  years.  This  study 
indicated  that  the  imposition  of  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  would  have 
resulted  in  a  national  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  1953  of  65.5  million  acres  which 
would  have  been  about  6.5  million  acres  be¬ 
low  the  indicated  acreage  needed  to  produce 
an  amount  of  wheat  adequate  to  meet  esti¬ 
mated  domestic  and  export  requirements  in 
1953-54  and  to  maintain  a  relatively  large 
reserve  of  carry-over  supplies  for  meeting  un¬ 
foreseen  emergencies.  The  72  million  acres 
of  wheat  determined  as  needed  in  1953  rep¬ 
resented  an  acreage  which  was  from  3.5  to 
5  million  acres  below  the  range  of  wheat 
acreages  recommended  by  State  agricultural 
mobilization  committees  under  the  1953 
production  goals  program. 

The  records  also  indicate  that  at  the  time 
the  proclamation  was  issued,  exports  of 
wheat  were  being  maintained  at  a  relatively 
high  level  and  that  there  was  an  apparent 
need  for  maintaining  reserve  supplies  of 
wheat  sufficiently  large  to  meet  unpredicta¬ 
ble  situations  arising  from  a  continuation 
of  hostilities  in  Korea  and  unsettled  political 
conditions  elsewhere  in  the  world. 

The  supply  and  requirement  figures  used 
In  determining  the  wheat  acreage  needed  in 
1953  were  determined  by  a  departmental 
supply  estimates  committee  which  is  com¬ 
posed  of  specialists  from  various  agencies 
of  the  department  whose  activities  are  in 
the  field  of  either  production  or  utilization 
of  wheat. 

The  records  also  contain  a  statement  of 
economic  Justification  which  was  submitted 
in  support  of  the  proclamation,  including 
the  accompanying  memoranda  from  the  Pro¬ 
duction  and  Marketing  Administration  and 
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the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Department. 
These  records  can  be  made  available  for  in¬ 
spection  by  you  or  your  representative,  if 
you  so  desire. 

Your  interest  in  the  production  adjust¬ 
ment  programs  for  wheat  is  appreciated,  and 
if  I  can  be  of  further  service  to  you  please 
feel  free  to  call  upon  me. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Carl  D.  Morse, 

Actirig  Secretary. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  called  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  last  year  the 
goal  was  72  million  acres,  but  the  farm¬ 
ers  planted  78,553,000  acres.  I  wish  to 
say  that  Kansas  is  not  responsible  for 
that  increase.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in 
Kansas  in  1952  our  farmers  planted  15,- 
600,000  acres;  and  in  1953,  15,068,000. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  glad  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  clear  his  State 
of  responsibility  in  that  connection;  but 
it  was  not  my  purpose  to  single  out  any 
State  or  to  pick  on  any  particular  State 
by  saying,  that  the  people  of  that  State 
planted  more  than  they  should  have. 

My  purpose  was  merely  to  say  that 
whenever  we  fail  to  compel  the  farmer 
to  reduce  his  plantings  to  a  reasonable 
amount,  he  eventually  pays  for  our  fail¬ 
ure.  We  should  reduce  this  figure  to  a 
reasonable  and  proper  one. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  spoken  this  af¬ 
ternoon  because  soon,  after  we  have 
dealt  with  wheat,  we  shall  deal  with 
corn,  cotton,  tobacco,  and  many  other 
commodities. 

The  corn  situation  is  such  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  deserves  a  moment  of  our  atten¬ 
tion  at  this  time.  I  merely  say  that  the 
corn  production  for  this  year  is  tre¬ 
mendous;  this  year’s  corn  crop  will  be 
one  of  the  great  corn  crops  of  all  time. 
The  crop  production  report — I  had  some 
other  figures,  which  might  have  been 
used,  but  this  one  will  do — indicates  that 
as  of  July  1,  1953 — this  figure  was  re¬ 
leased  yesterday  afternoon — the  antici¬ 
pated  corn  crop  is  3,336,501,000  bushels. 
Last  year’s  crop  was  30  million  bushels 
below  that.  The  10-year  average  is  300 
million  bushels  below  that.  The  corn 
storage  facilities  all  over  the  country 
are  crowded.  The  corn  farmers  will  be 
faced  with  the  problem  of  what  to  do 
with  their  crop.  Since  the  storage  fa¬ 
cilities  are  jammed,  why  are  not  the  feed 
lots  in  Iowa  filled  with  livestock,  includ¬ 
ing  livestock  from  the  Texas  ranges  and 
some  of  the  livestock  from  Oklahoma 
that  we  have  recently  heard  so  much 
about?  Why  are  not  the  farmers  in  that 
area  putting  such  livestock  into  their 
feed  lots?  The  answer  is  that  they  are 
not  putting  that  livestock  into  their  feed 
lots  because  those  farmers  are  not 
stupid.  After  all,  why  should  a  farmer 
feed  corn  to  a  steer  in  his  feed  lot  and 
take  a  chance  on  the  market  price  of 
the  steer,  when  he  can  sell  the  corn  to 
the  Government  for  more  money  than 
the  amount  which  would  come  to  him 
as  a  result  of  feeding  the  steer?  Why 
should  the  farmer  take  that  chance? 

So  long  as  there  is  a  surplus  of  live¬ 
stock,  the  farmer  will  continue  to  pro¬ 
duce  corn  for  the  Treasury,  and  not 
for  the  trade.  Until  we  arrange  these 
farm  programs  in  such  a  way  that  the 
farmer  produces  for  the  trade,  and  not 
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for  the  Treasury,  we  do  the  farmer  no 
service,  but  on  the  contrary  we  wreck 
him  as  rapidly  as  we  can. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  me, 
to  permit  me  to  ask  several  questions? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Is  it  not  true  that  this 
year  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
asked  the  farmers  to  increase  their  corn 
crops? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  true.  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  that  my  attitude  on  this  matter  has 
not  changed  for  years.  The  first  thing 
I  did  when  I  was  privileged  to  enter  the 
United  States  Senate  was  to  see  if  we 
could  try  to  establish  a  decent  cotton- 
acreage  program,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Cotton  Belt.  Every  Senator  I  ap¬ 
proached  on  that  matter  participated  in 
it,  and  every  State  to  which  I  appealed 
participated  in  it.  Other  groups  were 
working  on  that  program  long  before  I 
did;  I  am  not  trying  to  take  credit  for 
what  was  done. 

But  I  say  the  cotton-producing  States 
of  the  United  States,  by  cooperation  and 
by  give-and-take,  finally  were  able  to 
have  a  decent  law  passed,  with  the  re¬ 
sult  that  cotton  quotas  were  established 
on  a  better  basis. 

If  we  had  failed  to  use  the  cotton 
quotas  when  the  need  for  them  came  in 
1950, 1  would  have  criticized  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

I  say  now  that  I  do  not  attempt  to 
justify  or  explain  the  failure  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  impose  corn 
quotas  last  year,  nor  do  I  attempt  to 
excuse  the  fact  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  asked  the  corn  farmers  to 
increase  production  when  no  increased 
production  was  needed.  The  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  is  completely  correct. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  once 
more  to  me? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  About  a  year  ago  the 
hog  producers  were  in  price  trouble.  I 
received  many  letters,  even  some  from 
the  State  of  Iowa,  requesting  lower 
prices  on  corn.  However,  if  there  had 
been  lower  prices  on  corn  last  year,  the 
result  would  have  been  to  accelerate  the 
production  of  hogs,  with  the  result  that 
now  there  would  be  a  great  surplus;  and 
in  the  same  way  there  would  have  been 
an  accelerated  feeding  and  production 
of  cattle,  so  that  at  this  time  there  would 
be  an  even  greater  surplus  of  cattle. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  not  certain 
about  that  situation.  Any  time  the  corn- 
hog  ratio  goes  above  12.8  at  Chicago  or 
13.7  Corn  Belt,  we  begin  to  change  the 
whole  hog-production  figure.  But  the 
present  situation  is,  as  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  so  well  pointed  out 
at  the  hearings  the  other  day,  that  even 
while  cattle  prices  are  tumbling,  hog 
prices  are  at  almost  an  all-time  high.  I 
believe  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  said  they  were  $26.75  last 
week. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Last  week  the  price  of 
hogs  was  $26.75— the  highest  since  the 
calendar  year  1948. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 
Hog  prices  are  up,  at  a  time  when  there 
is  a  tremendous  amount  of  beef  on  the 
market.  What  is  the  reason  for  it? 
There  is  a  shortage  of  hog  production. 
Why  is  there  a  shortage  of  hog  produc¬ 
tion?  It  is  because  the  farmer  would 
prefer  to  sell  his  corn  to  the  Treasury, 
rather  than  use  it  for  feeding  hogs,  for 
in  the  latter  instance  he  would  be  faced 
with  the  possibility  that  the  price  of 
hogs  would  decline. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  quite  agree  with  the 
statement  made  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  present  support  price  on  corn  re¬ 
sults  in  lowering  the  price  that  can  eco¬ 
nomically  be  paid  for  feeder  cattle.  Un¬ 
der  the  loan  program  the  farmer  can  get 
$1.58  a  bushel,  and  so  the  corn  that  is 
fed  to  steers  in  our  section  of  the  coun¬ 
try  costs  about  $3  a  hundred.  If  a  feeder 
buys  a  700-pound  steer  and  wishes  to  put 
300  pounds  on  the  steer  in  order  to  finish 
it  off  for  the  market,  he  must  feed  the 
steer  for  a  period  of  about  150  days, 
feeding  about  20  pounds  of  corn  a  day, 
taking  a  total  of  about  3,000  pounds  of 
corn  to  put  on  the  300  pounds  of  weight. 
The  corn  would  cost  $90.  The  farmer 
has  other  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  feeding  operation,  and  he  also  must 
pay  the  shipping  cost,  and  he  must  take 
into  consideration  the  possibility  of  a 
little  death  loss.  In  addition,  he  must 
make  a  profit. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  He  must  also  pay 
the  labor  cost. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Of  course,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  entirely  correct.  The  end  result 
of  the  entire  operation  is  that  the  price 
of  corn  is  fixed,  the  farmer’s  labor  costs 
are  fixed,  the  farmer’s  transportation 
costs  are  fixed,  and  the  price  the  farmer 
will  receive  for  the  finished  product  at 
the  market  place  is  fixed.  The  market 
at  the  present  time  for  a  finished  1,000- 
pound  steer  is  21  cents  a  hundred.  The 
feeder  knows  that  he  will  get  $210  for  his 
steer  when  he  ships  it  to  slaughter.  He 
knows  that  the  corn  will  cost  $90  and 
that  labor,  shipping,  and  other  costs, 
with  $15  for  a  little  profit,  that  his  costs 
will  total  about  $115  so  he  is  limited  in 
the  amount  he  can  pay  the  grower  of 
about  $95  roughtly,  about  14  cents  per 
pound.  So  the  only  “give”  to  the  entire 
operation  is  the  price  the  feeder  will  pay 
to  the  grower  or  producer  of  the  feeder 
steer. 

Thus  we  in  the  mountain  west  find 
ourselves  in  a  predicament.  The  feeders 
will  be  coming  to  the  growers  this  fall 
and  say  to  them,  “We  have  to  buy  these 
feeder  steers  at  a  mighty  low.  price  if 
we  are  going  to  make  any  money.”  They 
will  probably  say  that  they  will  leave 
their  corn  in  the  bin  if  they  do  not  get 
the  steers  at  their  price.  The  end  re¬ 
sult  probably  will  be  that  the  producers 
will  be  forced  to  take  fx-om  14  to  15  cents 
a  pound  for  the  feeder  steers  and  that 
price  is  much  less  than  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  so  it  appears  to  me,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  growers  will  take  the  jolt. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming  for 


that  contribution.  I  agree  with  him 
completely.  I  say  to  him  that  the  situ¬ 
ation  is  one  in  which  the  man  who  seems 
to  be  paying  right  now  is  the  man  in  our 
western  area  who  is  crying  for  help. 
He  knows  what  the  situation  has  done 
to  him. 

Until  we  deal  with  some  of  these  prob¬ 
lems,  he  will  continue  to  know  what  is 
happening  to  him. 

This  brings  up  the  question  of  flexibil¬ 
ity  of  price  supports,  as  opposed  to  price 
fixing — a  matter  which  I  hope  we  shall 
discuss  at  great  length  before  this  session 
ends.  But  the  problem  of  the  cattle 
producer  cannot  be  handled  with  the 
present  rigidity  we  have  in  our  price 
supports. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
will  yield  further,  let  me  say  there  is 
another  alternative  if  rigid  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  corn  are  continued.  The  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  could  take 
some  of  its  old  corn  in  the  stockpile  and 
crack  it  and  sell  it  to  the  feeders  at  a 
discount  of  30  or  40  percent  and  if  that 
were  done  the  feeder  would  be  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  pay  the  growers  16  or  17  cents  per 
hundred  for  the  feeder  steers  and  take 
less  for  his  finished  steer  in  the  market¬ 
place  and  still  be  ahead. 

If  that  were  done,  there  would  not 
necessarily  be  a  loss  to  the  people  of  the 
country  as  a  whole,  since  the  consumers 
would  get  better  and  cheaper  meat  than 
otherwise. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  with  the  Senator.  I  think  we  shall 
discuss  some  of  those  questions  at  a  sub¬ 
sequent  date.  I  did  not  want  to  talk  as 
long  as  I  have  talked  today.  I  merely 
intended  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  fact  that  we  do  the  farmer, 
particularly  the  wheat  farmer,  no  great 
favor  when  we  give  him  a  large  acreage 
allotment  that  only  helps  to  add  to  the 
carryover  of  wheat,  and  makes  certain 
that  the  only  customer  for  his  wheat  will 
be  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States. 
Some  day  we  are  going  to  have  to  realize 
that  our  farm  programs  do  not  work 
when  the  Treasurer  of  the  United  States 
is  the  chief  purchaser.  I  hope  we  shall 
hold  the  acreage  figure  in  this  bill  down 
to  such  a  point  that  the  wheat  program 
will  work. 

The  Senators  from  Kansas  and  North 
Dakota  know  that  I  have  reluctantly 
gone  along  with  the  committee  in  its 
figure  of  61  million  acres.  I  imagine 
that  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  North  Dakota,  and  probably  also 
the  senior  Senator,  and  I  know  that  both 
of  the  Senators  from  Kansas,  would  like 
to  see  a  higher  acreage  figure  used,  be¬ 
cause  their  problem  is  a  very  difficult  one. 
I  am  suggesting  to  Senators,  however, 
that  they  do  not  form  a  conviction  that 
the  conference  report  is  going  to  provide 
a  large  increase  in  1954  wheat  acreage, 
because  the  wheat  quota  must  be  pro¬ 
claimed  by  next  Wednesday,  and  there 
certainly  ought  to  be  the  toughest  kind 
of  a  fight  before  we  ever  permit  an 
amount  of  acreage  provided  for  in  this 
bill  which  would,  in  my  opinion,  further 
disturb  the  wheat  market  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  it  may 
not  be  wise  for  me  to  speak  on  this  sub- 
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ject  after  the  remarks  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  who 
has  studied  the  wheat  allotment  acreage 
problem  for  many  years.  I  appreciate 
the  Senator’s  kindness,  and  his  interest 
in  the  problem  within  the  Wheat  Belt, 
manifested  by  his  having  accepted  the 
figure  of  61  million  acres  included  in  the 
pending  bill. 

The  citizens  of  Kansas  have  a  very 
vital  interest  in  this  piece  of  legislation. 
Kansas  has  one-fifth  of  the  wheat  acre¬ 
age  of  the  Nation.  We  produce  one- 
fourth  of  the  winter  wheat.  If  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  is  now  being  considered  were 
adopted,  it  would  seriously  cut  the 
production  in  our  State,  and  it  would 
work  hardship  to  many  of  our  wheat 
producers. 

I  may  say  that  for  a  10-year  period 
the  average  wheat  acreage  in  Kansas  has 
been  approximately  15  million  acres.  If 
the  suggestion  to  make  the  total  55  mil¬ 
lion  acres  were  followed,  as  provided  in 
the  existing  law,  and  which,  of  course,  is 
not  covered  in  the  pending  bill,  it  would 
give  Kansas  10,624,599  acres,  or  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  33  y3  percent.  If  we  followed  the 
suggestion  of  61  million  acres,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  pending  bill,  Kansas  would 
have  11,783,646  acres.  That  also  repre¬ 
sents  a  very  great  reduction,  a  reduction 
of  more  than  20  percent.  If  we  followed 
the  proposal  of  62  million  acres,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  introduced  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  Kansas  would  have  an 
allotment  of  11,976,820  acres,  a  reduction 
of  more  than  3  million  acres.  If  the  fig¬ 
ure  of  66  million  acres  is  taken,  that 
being  the  figure  in  the  House  bill,  Kansas 
would  be  permitted  to  plant  12,749,518 
acres,  a  reduction  of  approximately  20 
percent. 

I  wish  that  Senators  would  keep  in 
mind  the  fact  that  when  we  ask  our 
wheatgrowers  in  Kansas  to  make  a 
20-percent  reduction,  it  works  some  eco¬ 
nomic  hardships  on  persons  who  have  to 
deal  with  the  problems  involved.  The 
costs  are  going  to  be  the  same,  or  there 
may  possibly  be  an  increase,  as  men-; 
tioned  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye], 

Let  us  assume  that  we  were  to  ask 
the  automobile  industry  to  cut  back  its 
production  20  percent.  People  would  be 
thrown  out  of  employment,  and  it  would 
have  a  very  serious  effect  upon  the 
economy  of  certain  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  That  would  be  true  particularly 
with  respect  to  industries  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  refrigerators  and  similar 
items.  Yet  by  the  pending  bill,  if  we 
adopt  the  Senate  proposal,  we  shall  be 
asking  our  wheatgrowers  to  cut  produc¬ 
tion  back  20  percent,  or  a  little  more. 
It  seems  to  me  that  that  would  be  a  very 
serious  reduction  to  ask  them  to  make 
at  this  time.  Therefore,  I  sincerely  urge 
that  when  the  bill  goes  to  conference 
consideration  be  given  to  increasing  the 
acreage  allotments. 

I  think  I  should  mention  also  the  fact 
that  I  have  been  in  touch  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  regard  to  this 
problem,  and  the  Department  has  made 
certain  estimates  based  on  the  two  bills 
which  were  introduced,  the  Senate  bill, 
which  provided  sixty-two  million  by  way 


of  acreage  allotments,  and  the  House 
bill,  which  provided  sixty-six  million. 

The  administrative  and  accounting 
work  connected  with  notifying  the  States 
and  counties  of  the  allotment  acreages 
would  be  a  real  problem.  If  the  Senate 
proposal  of  an  allotment  of  61  million 
acres  were  approved,  it  would  mean  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  would 
have  to  make  a  new  start  with  respect 
to  the  accounting  process,  and  that  would 
take  considerable  time.  They  must 
promptly  communicate  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  to  the  counties  and  to  individual 
farmers. 

For  the  reasons  stated  I  therefore  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  serious  consideration 
will  be  given  to  the  problem  of  deter-' 
mining  whether  the  figure  shall  be  61 
million,  62  million,  or  66  million.  Some¬ 
one  may  say,  “Oh,  well,  they  can  get  busy 
and  revise  the  figures.”  That  is  true,  but 
the  quotas  must  be  set  by  July  15,  and 
the  allotments  must  be  made  by  August 
14.  It  presents  a  real  problem  to  the 
farmer.  In  my  opinion,  a  great  deal  of 
work  will  be  involved  in  carrying  out  the 
program.  When  the  farmers  are  asked  to 
cut  back  their  acreage  20  percent,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  many  of  them  will  not 
vote  for  it  on  that  basis. 

In  fairness,  I  may  say  that  in  many 
States  a  two-thirds  vote  would  be  re¬ 
quired.  The  farmers  will  not  be  asked 
to  vote  on  this  question  on  a  majority 
basis;  a  two-thirds  vote  will  be  required 
in  order  to  carry  the  acreage  allotments. 
Therefore,  I  would  ask  that  the  Senate 
be  as  generous  as  possible  in  working  out 
the  increased  acreage  allotments  for  the 
farmers.  We  are  appealing  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  see  whether  it  will  be  possible 
in  conference  somehow  to  increase  the 
acreage  allotments,  in  order  to  assist  the 
farmers;  so  that  they  certainly  will  not 
be  required  to  make  a  20  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  or  more  this  year. 

It  has  been  stated  that  there  is  a  sur¬ 
plus,  and  that  is  true ;  but  there  has  also 
been  a  great  drought  in  the  wheat-pro¬ 
ducing  section  of  the  Nation.  The  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  State  of  Kansas  last  year  pro¬ 
duced  308  million  bushels  of  wheat. 
This  year,  according  to  the  figures  is¬ 
sued  yesterday  by  the  Department,  the 
production  is  estimated  at  130  million — 
about  a  third  of  the  crop,  or  a  little  more 
than  a  third.  A  similar  situation  exists 
in  Oklahoma  and  Texas.  Texas  is  a 
great  wheat-producing  State.  In  fact, 
the  reductions  in  Texas  and  Oklahoma 
would  be  very  much  greater  in  total 
volume  than  in  Kansas.  I  therefore  ap¬ 
peal  to  the  members  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  who 
will  be  on  the  conference  committee  to 
keep  in  mind  what  I  have  said  when 
they  begin  to  work  out  an  adjustment 
between  the  Senate  and  House. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  committee’s  having  reported  the 
pending  bill.  I  think  it  important  that 
we  begin  to  make  plans  to  overcome  the 
great  surplus  production  of  wheat.  I  am 
one  of  those  who  believe  that  if  we  are  to 
solve  the  problem  by  means  of  guaran¬ 
teed  prices  or  with  price  supports  there 
must  go  \frith  it  an  adjustment  of  acre¬ 
age.  But  at  this  time  we  are  caught  in 
a  difficult  situation,  because  of  the  con- 
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dition  mentioned  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  We  did  not 
have  quotas  last  year,  and  we  planted  a 
larger  acreage  than  we  should  have.  It 
is  therefore  rather  difficulty  to  solve  the 
problem.  It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that, 
had  we  not  had  this  legislation  before 
the  Senate,  and  had  the  allotment  of  55 
million  acres  been  in  effect,  the  reduction 
would  have  been  30  percent.  I  do  not 
think  we  can  ask  the  farmer  in  this 
country  to  cut  his  production  30  percent 
in  1  year.  In  fact,  we  cannot  afford  to 
do  it. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  at  this  point  two 
letters  which  I  wrote  to  Hon.  Walter 
Huard,  Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.,  dealing 
with  the  entire  problem  which  is  now 
under  consideration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Hon.  Walter  Huard, 

Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.: 

This  acknowledges  your  letter  of  April  29, 
1953,  concerning  the  1954  wheat  acreage- 
allotment  and  marketing-quota  program  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture. 
You  state  that  you  have  been  since  1948  fol¬ 
lowing  practices  recommended  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Services  consisting  of  strip 
cropping,  contour  farming,  and  a  rotation  of 
summer  fallow  and  wheat,  and  that  you  are 
fearful  that  the  USDA  will  again  base  wheat 
acreage  allotments  on  previous  wheat  acre¬ 
age  rather  than  total  cropland  available  for 
wheat.  You  state  that  the  acreage  cut  which 
you  would  likely  be  required  to  take  if  allot¬ 
ments  are  based  on  past  wheat  acreage 
would  nearly  put  you  out  of  business. 

As  you  probably  know,  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas  are  provided  for 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended.  The  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  required  by  law  to  proclaim  a  national 
acreage  allotment  designed  to  supply  enough 
wheat  for  our  consumption  and  export  needs 
plus  a  carryover  allowance.  That  allotment 
Is  apportioned  to  States  and  counties  under 
the  act  on  the  basis  of  wheat  production  dur¬ 
ing  the  preceding  10  years  (and  diversion 
from  wheat  under  agricultural  adjustment 
and  conservation  programs  in  the  years  of 
the  10-year  period  in  which  programs  were 
in  effect) ,  with  adjustments  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions  and  trends  in  acreage, 
and,  in  the  case  for  county  allotments,  for 
the  promotion  of  soil-conservation  practices. 

The  law  provides  that  the  county  allot¬ 
ment  is  to  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  the 
basis  of  the  four  factors  of  tillable  acres 
(i.  e.,  cropland),  crop-rotation  practices, 
type  of  soil,  and  topography.  The  law  does 
not  prescribe  how  the  factors  are  to  be  ap¬ 
plied  nor  the  weight  which  shall  be  given 
to  each  factor.  In  past  programs  the  De¬ 
partment  has  given  primary  consideration 
to  the  wheat-production  history  on  the  farm 
during  the  previous  3  or  4  years,  with  ad¬ 
justments  to  reflect  such  factors  as  type  of 
soil  and  topography,  in  arriving  at  a  “usual 
acreage”  for  the  farm.  A  reduction  factor, 
based  on  the  size  of  the  county  allotment, 
is  applied  to  the  usual  acreage  to  arrive  at 
the  allotment.  It  is  understood  that  the 
allotment  procedure  for  1954  will  be  similar, 
but  a  "base  acreage”  rather  than  a  “usual 
acreage”  will  be  established  and  more  weight 
will  be  given  to  the  suitability  of  the  land 
for  wheat  production.  The  county  commit¬ 
tees  will  have  considerable  discretion  to  ad¬ 
just  historical  acreages  which  are  considered 
excessive  or  otherwise  not  typical  for  1954. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  a  mar¬ 
keting-quota  program  is  restrictive  and  im- 
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poses  a  penalty  on  those  who  do  not  comply. 
The  legal  basis  for  such  a  program  is  the 
regulation  of  marketing  of  the  commodity. 
It  could  not  be  used  as  a  means  of  requiring 
farmers  to  carry  out  good  conservation  farm¬ 
ing  without  possibly  running  afoul  of  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  control 
of  agricultural  production  is  a  matter  re¬ 
served  to  the  States.  Accordingly,  under 
such  a  program  farm  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  must  bear  a  direct  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  farm’s  fair  share  of  the  mar¬ 
ket.  Past  production  history,  with  adjust¬ 
ments  prescribed  in  the  regulations,  is  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  an,  accurate  indication  of  the 
farm’s  production  for  market. 

“the  department  of  agriculture  takes  the 

POSITION  THAT” 

As  applied  to-y°ur  farm,  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  cut  in  acreage  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  proposed  program  would  be  unfair 
to  you  in  comparison  with  other  frams  in 
your  community,  since  the  good  farming 
practices  you  are  following  are  calculated 
to  increase  the  yield  and  protect  your  soil 
sufficiently  to  offset  the  smaller  acreage. 

Under  present  law  and  regulation  will 
acreage  allotment  be  strictly  determined  on 
history?  Is  there  enough  flexibility  in  law 
and  regulation  so  that  total  cropland  rota¬ 
tion  and  conservation  plans,  as  indicated  in 
the  attached  will  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion? 

I  would  appreciate  very  much,  informa¬ 
tion  on  the  question  raised  in  the  attached 
letter,  because  inquiries  of  this  type  are  com¬ 
ing  to  us  daily  from  many  sources. 

William  Langer. 

Hon.  Walter  Huard, 

Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak. 

Dear  Mr.  Huard:  This  will  acknowledge 
and  thank  you  for  your  letter  of  recent  date 
relative  to  the  1954  wheat-acreage  allot¬ 
ments. 

As  you  probably  know,  wheat-acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas  are  provided 
for  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  required  by  law  to  proclaim  a 
national  acreage  allotment  designed  to  sup¬ 
ply  enough  wheat  for  our  consumption  and 
export  needs  plus  a  carryover  allowance. 
That  allotment  is  apportioned  to  States  and 
counties  under  the  act  on  the  basis  of  wheat 
production  during  the  preceding  10  years 
(and  diversion  from  wheat  under  agricul¬ 
tural  adjustment  and  conservation  programs 
in  the  years  of  the  10-year  period  in  which 
programs  were  in  effect),  with  adjustments 
for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  trends 
in  acreage,  and,  in  the  case  for  .county  allot¬ 
ments,  for  the  promotion  of  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  practices. 

The  law  provides  that  the  county  allot¬ 
ment  is  to  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  the 
basis  of  the  four  factors  of  tillable  acres 
(i.  e.,  cropland) ,  crop-rotation  practices,  type 
of  soil,  and  topography.  The  law  does  not 
prescribe  how  the  factors  are  to  be  applied 
nor  the  weight  which  shall  be  given  to  each 
factor.  In  past  programs  the  Department 
has  given  primary  consideration  to  the  wheat 
production  history  on  the  farm  during  the 
previous  3  or  4  years,  with  adjustments  to 
reflect  such  factors  as  type  of  soil  and  topog¬ 
raphy,  in  arriving  at  a  usual  acreage  for  the 
farm.  A  reduction  factor,  based  on  the  size 
of  the  county  allotment,  is  applied  to  the 
usual  acreage  allotment  for  1954.  It  is 
understood  that  the  allotment  procedure 
for  1954  will  be  similar,  but  a  base 
acreage  rather  than  a  usual  acreage 
will  be  established  and  more  weight  will 
be  given  to  the  suitability  of  the  land  for 
wheat  production.  The  county  committees 
will  have  considerable  discretion  to  adjust 
historical  acreages  which  are  considered  ex¬ 
cessive  or  otherwise  not  typical  for  1954. 


It  should  be  borne  In  mind  that  a  mar¬ 
keting-quota  program  is  restrictive  and  im¬ 
poses  a  penalty  on  these  who  do  not  comply. 
The  legal  basis  for  such  a  program  is  the 
regulation  of  marketing  of  the  commodity. 
It  could  not  be  used  as  a  means  of  requiring 
farmers  to  carry  out  good  conservation  farm¬ 
ing  without  possibly  running  afoul  of  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  con¬ 
trol  of  agricultural  production  is  a  matter 
reserved  to  the  States.  Accordingly,  under 
such  a  program  farm  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  must  bear  a  direct 
relationship  to  the  farm’s  share  of  the  mar¬ 
ket.  Past  production  history,  with  adjust¬ 
ments  prescribed  in  the  regulations,  is  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  an  accurate  indication  of  the 
farm’s  production  for  market. 

It  certainly  was  a  pleasure  for  me  to  re¬ 
ceive  your  views  on  this  matter  and  should 
you  have  any  further  questions,  do  not  hesi¬ 
tate  to  let  me  know. 

With  my  very  kindest  regards  and  hoping 
you  are  well  and  happy,  I  am, 

Sincerely, 

William  Langer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I  in¬ 
vite  attention  to  page  2  of  the  bill,  line 
7?  I  will  read  lines  6  and  7:  “coming 
into  the  production  of  wheat  during  the 
10  calendar  years  immediately  preceding 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national 
acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed.” 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  which 
participated  in  drawing  this  bill,  states 
that  the  words  “immediately  preced¬ 
ing”  do  not  express  what  was  intended; 
that  in  order  to  make  the  act  reason¬ 
able  administratively  the  words  “imme¬ 
diately  preceding”  should  be  stricken  out 
and  the  words  “ending  with”  should  be 
inserted.  That  would  mean  that  the 
year  1953  would  be  included.  The  reason 
given  is  that  under  the  law  they  are 
required  to  calculate  the  acreage  planted 
in  1953  in  determining  allocations  to 
each  farm,  and  that  if  they  have  a  dif¬ 
ferent  basis  for  determining  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  the  reserve  to  each  county,  there 
may  be  some  counties  that  will  not  come 
out  correctly.  I  have  been  asked  that 
we  so  amend  the  bill  by  striking  out,  on 
page  2,  line  7,  the  words  “immediately 
preceding”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  “ending  with”. 

I  offer  that  amendment,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Was  not  that  the 
matter  which  was  drawn  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
yesterday  in  our  session? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  was  brought  to  our 
attention  and  I  am  frank  to  say  that, 
being  submitted  to  us  with  little  expla¬ 
nation  accompanying  it,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  did  not  know  exactly 
what  it  meant  or  what  the  effect  would 
be.  I  am  satisfied,  however,  that  the 
language  probably  should  be  changed  so 
that  allocations  to  the  counties  would 
take  into  account  the  basis  on  which 
farm  allotments  are  allocated.  I  do  not 
think  many  counties  would  be  affected; 
I  do  not  know  how  many.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  seems  to  feel  that  it  might  get  into 


difficulties  administratively  if  it  allocated 
the  national  reserve  to  counties  on  the 
basis  of  the  years  ending  with  1952,  and 
to  the  farm  on  a  basis  including  the  year 
1953. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  That  throws  a  dif¬ 
ferent  light  on  it  from  that  which  I 
understood  yesterday.  I  will  say  quite 
frankly  that  yesterday  I  opposed  any 
change  because  I  was  under  a  different 
impression  than  that  which  is  now  indi¬ 
cated  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  had  the  same  understanding,  or  lack 
of  understanding,  that  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  had.  There  was  no  adequate 
explanation  accompanying  the  request 
for  the  change.  But  I  now  understand 
that  the  Department  wants  to  make  allo¬ 
cation  of  the  reserve  to  the  counties 
on  a  basis' which  will  include  the  years 
considered  when  making  allocations  to 
the  farms.  I  think  the  amendment  is 
proper.  If  the  matter  goes  to  confer¬ 
ence  and  the  House  does  not  accept  the 
amendment,  it  can  be  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered.  But  I  feel  that  it  is  all  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  now  on  agreeing  to  the  first 
committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  next  committee 
amendment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  at  the  top 
of  page  3,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  3.  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress  (55 
Stat.  203),  as  amended,  Is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  By  striking  out  In  the  second  sentence 
of  paragraph  (2)  the  language  “shall  be  50 
percent  of  the  basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the 
commodity  for  cooperators  for  such  market¬ 
ing  year  under  section  302  of  the  act  and 
this  resolution.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  language  “on  wheat  shall  be  45  percent 
of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as 
of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
crop  is  harvested.” 

(b)  By  striking  out  in  paragraph  (7)  the 
word  “fifteen”  wherever  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “25.” 

And  insert: 

Sec.  3.  Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress  (55 
Stat.  203),  as  amended,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph 
(2)  the  language  "shall  be  50  percent  of  the 
basic  rate  of  the  loan  on  the  commodity  for 
cooperators  for  such  marketing  year  under 
section  302  of  the  act  and  this  resolution.” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  language 
“on  wheat  shall  be  45  percent  of  the  parity 
price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is  har¬ 
vested.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page 
3,  line  25,  after  the  word  “than”,  to 
strike  out  “sixty-six”  and  insert  “sixty- 
one.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
Is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment,  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
after  line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following : 

A  farm-marketing  quota  on  wheat  shall 
not  be  applicable  during  the  marketing  year 
beginning  in  1954  to  any  farm  located  within 
any  area  in  which  there  has  occurred  dur¬ 
ing  the  calendar  year  1953  a  major  disaster 
as  determined  by  the  President  under  sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to 
authorize  Federal  assistance  to  States  and 
local  governments  in  major  disasers,  and  for 
other  purposes,”  approved  September  30, 
1950. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  this 
(  amendment  has  been  printed  and  is  on 
the  desks  of  Senators.  The  amendment 
is  very  simple. 

It  exempts  from  the  1954  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  that  portion  of  the  country 
which  has  been  declared  a  disaster  emer¬ 
gency  relief  area  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  There  is  nothing 
permanent  about  the  amendment.  Its 
intention  is  to  relieve  the  cattle-feed 
situation  in  the  drouth  area. 

Day  before  yesterday,  we  passed,  as 
did  the  House,  an  emergency-relief 
measure  which  provides  for  additional 
emergency  assistance  to  farmers  and 
stockmen  in  the  emergency-disaster 
area.  This  amendment  would  afford 
further  relief  to  the  stockmen  in  that 
area. 

It  is  a  normal  procedure  in  the  South¬ 
west  for  farmers  to  plant  their  wheat 
at  a  time  when  there  is  adequate  mois¬ 
ture  in  the  soil  to  sprout  and  bring  up 
the  grain  and,  as  soon  as  it  has  pro¬ 
gressed  to  a  point  where  it  is  possible, 
cattle  are  turned  on  the  wheat  for  pas¬ 
ture.  Most  of  our  farmers  use  their 
planted  wheat  for  pasture  well  into  the 
winter  and,  in  case  of  an  open  winter, 
up  until  spring. 

If  the  present  drouth  situation  per¬ 
sists,  the  wheat  will  not  be  planted,  but 
in  case  of  light  rains  throughout  the 
drought  area  after  the  middle  of  Au¬ 
gust,  wheat  will  be  planted  for  the  dual 
purpose  of  providing  pasture  for  live¬ 
stock  and  in  the  hopes  of  a  harvest  in 
July. 

We  have  discussed  this  afternoon  the 
effect  of  the  drought  on  wheat  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  past  year,  and  I  should  like 
to  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to 
certain  facts. 

In  the  counties  which  have  now  been 
declared  an  emergency  drought  area 
there  were  24  million,  acres  planted  in 
the  crop  year  1953.  Six  million  acres  of 
this  wheat  never  were  harvested  due  to 
the  drought.  That  which  was  harvested 
made  an  average  yield  of  9  bushels  per 
acre.  This  is  60  percent  of  the  average 
yield  for  this  portion  of  the  country. 
Assuming  ideal  weather  conditions,  it  is 
estimated  that  no  more  than  24  million 
acres  will  be  planted  to  wheat.  Even 
with  relief  of  acreage  allotment  provi¬ 
sions  and  with  the  wheat  prospects  such 
as  they  are,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  these  acres  will  not  yield  more  than 
10  bushels  of  wheat. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  Dust  Bowl  area, 
with  the  soil  blowing,  there  are  serious 
soil  problems  which  make  living  condi¬ 


tions  very  difficult.  My  amendment 
would  help  to  get  feed  into  that  area 
and  where  it  is  so  badly  needed,  would 
in  the  end  save  the  Government  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  No  one  has  shown 
greater  sympathy  than  I  with  farmers 
who  lose  crops.  I  have  been  through 
that  myself,  and  I  know  exactly  what 
the  Senator  is  talking  about,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  rye  makes  a  better 
cover-crop  than  does  wheat.  There  is 
nothing  to  prevent  farmers  from  using 
any  acreage  they  may  want  to  use  for 
planting  to  rye,  which  is  a  much  better 
cover  crop,  as  I  have  said,  and  a  much 
better  pasture  crop,  than  is  wheat.  At 
least,  that  is  true  in  Indiana. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Indiana  is,  no  doubt,  a 
good  farmer,  but  if  we  follow  the  advice 
he  has  just  suggested,  farmers  will  har¬ 
vest  the  rye.  I  am  told  by  farmers  in 
Minnesota  and  in  other  sections  that 
there  is  a  surplus  of  rye.  If  we  let  them 
plant  the  land  to  wheat,  they  will  have 
to  destroy  the  wheat  before  the  next 
harvest  to  get  the  acreage  into  produc¬ 
tion.  The  farmers  could  plant  rye,  of 
course. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Can  the  Senator  imag¬ 
ine  the  public  reaction  to  planting 
wheat  and  then  destroying  it?  Does 
not  the  Senator  think  there  would  be  a 
little  resentment? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  No ;  I  think  there 
would  be  no  resentment,  certainly  not 
among  the  people  in  that  area.  If  the 
Senator  lived  in  the  section  of  the  coun¬ 
try  where  there  are  dust  conditions  he 
would  better  understand  the  situation. 
We  should  do  everything  we  can  to  tie 
down  the  ground.  The  farmers  who  are 
getting  a  little  moisture  plant  sorghum, 
which  is  the  first  crop  they  can  plant! 
We  need  to  do  something  about  it  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  certainly  have  every 
sympathy  with  the  problems  of  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  Senator’s  area.  Once  the  land 
begins  to  blow,  it  is  difficult  to  tie  it 
down  again.  But  exactly  the  same 
problem  existed  in  many  counties  in 
North  Dakota  last  year  and  in  years  pre¬ 
vious.  Last  year  many  counties  pro¬ 
duced  very  little  wheat.  There  are  other 
crops  that  could  be  planted  to  tie  down 
the  land.  Probably  they  would  not  pro¬ 
duce  as  good  pasture  as  wheat  would. 
However,  I  think  that  if  the  Senate  ac¬ 
cepted  the  amendment,  a  very  bad  prece¬ 
dent  would  be  set,  and  reaction  among 
farmers  would  be  bad.  I  can  imagine 
the  problem  that  would  be  encountered 
to  try  to  get  farmers  to  plow  their  crops 
under  if  they  happened  to  have  a  good 
crop  year.  With  wheat  standing  nice 
and  high,  producing  perhaps  20  or  30 
bushels  to  the  acre,  there  would  be  a 
bad  reaction  if  an  attempt  were  made 
to  get  the  farmers  to  plow  it  under. 
There  is  nothing  a  farmer  hates  worse 
than  to  destroy  a  crop. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  area  of  which  I 
speak  is  a  summer-fallow  area.  We  are 
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used  to  keeping  our  ground  idle  for  a 
year  at  a  time.  Fifty  percent  of  our 
acreage  is  in  summer  fallow. 

Something  has  been  said  about  plant¬ 
ing  other  crops.  We  have  the  machin¬ 
ery  to  plant  wheat.  We  could  plant  rye, 
but  we  do  not  have  the  machinery  to 
handle  it  as  well  as  wheat  can  be  han¬ 
dled.  We  do  not  have  machinery  with 
which  to  plant  a  large  number  of  other 
crops. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  very  sympa¬ 
thetic  with  what  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  is  saying,  because  under  his  amend¬ 
ment  there  would  be  no  wheat  quotas 
in  my  State  in  1954.  Every  acre  in  my 
State  now  growing  wheat  would  be  ex¬ 
empt.  However,  I  believe  that  a  step 
in  the  right  direction  was  taken  when 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  announced 
that  in  those  areas  he  would  allow  the 
planting  of  wheat  for  purposes  of  cover 
crops  and  grazing,  provided  the  crops 
were  not  harvested. 

I  think  it  is  dangerous  to  leave  the 
matter  wide  open.  I  realize  the  problem 
the  people  in  the  State  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  face.  Their  acreage 
will  not  be  cut  as  much  as  I  think  it 
ought  to  be  cut,  and  the  Senator  knows 
that.  But  if  the  quota  of  the  farmers 
of  North  Dakota  is  cut  heavily,  and  in 
my  State,  because  of  the  drought,  farm¬ 
ers  are  allowed  to  go  scot  free  and  plant 
every  acre  of  ground  with  wheat,  wheth¬ 
er  there  is  a  history  of  wheat  or  not,  then 
I  think  the  Senator  has  a  right  to  com¬ 
plain,  and  his  people  have  a  right  to 
complain.  It  would  be  very  nice  for  me 
personally'to  have  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  adopted,  but  I  am  quite  well  sat¬ 
isfied  with  what  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  already  Said — namely,  that 
to  prevent  our  land  from  blowing,  we 
may  plant  wheat  as  a  cover  crop. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Under  the  law,  a 
farmer  could  plant  as  many  acres  in 
wheat  as  he  desired  to  plant,  provided 
he  planted  it  for  pasture  or  plowed  it 
under.  . 

Let  us  say  the  quota  was  100  acres  of 
wheat,  and  a  farmer  had  400  acres.  He 
could  plant  the  entire  400  acres  in  wheat, 
pasture  200  acres  of  it,  plow  under  100 
acres,  and  harvest  100  acres.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  law  to  prevent  a  farmer 
from  doing  that. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  No,  but  it  should  be 
made  certain  that  farmers  are  protected, 
so  there  can  be  no  question  about  it. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  do  not  believe 
there  could  be  any  question  about  it, 
under  the  law. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  simply  wish  to  say  that 
I  am  inclined  to  believe  the  situation 
described  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  may  be  covered 
by  the  definition  of  wheat  acreage  in 
paragraph  (k)  (1),  as  follows: 

“Wheat  acreage”  means  (i)  any  acreage 
seeded  to  wheat,  excluding  wheat  mixtures  in 


1953 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


8825 


the  wheat  mixture  counties  and  excluding 
wheat  acreage  used  as  green  manure,  cover 
crop,  or  hay  in  green  manure,  cover  crop, 
and  hay  counties,  and  (ii)  any  acreage  of 
volunteer  wheat  which  reaches  maturity. 

I  also  believe  the  Secreatary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  authority  to  declare  cover  crop 
counties. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  having 
that  information  from  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee.  I  want  to 
do  what  I  think  the  statement  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  just  read  seeks  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  this  statement  is 
correct.  I  do  not  guarantee  it.  I  think 
it  right  that  the  situation  the  Senator 
has  described  should  be  covered. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  junior  Senator  from  Kansas  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  The  Senator 
knows,  as  I  do,  that  the  main  problem 
in  many  of  the  so-called  drought  areas, 
including  parts  of  Kansas,  is  the  ground 
blowing  badly,  as  the  distinguished  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Kansas  has  pointed 
out.  I  wonder  if  all  Senators  who  are 
listening  to  the  discussion  understand 
that  a  cover  crop  such  as  wheat  will  be 
the  difference  between  a  large  amount  of 
land  blowing  badly  and  a  large  amount 
of  land  remaining  in  suitable  condition 
for  the  planting  of  crops  in  another  year. 
The  wheat  planted  on  this  acreage  can 
be  grazed  off,  thereby  reducing  some  of 
the  very  detrimental  public  reaction 
mentioned  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  It  is  very 
important  that  we  consider  this  amend¬ 
ment  or  in  some  other  way  provide  for 
a  suitable  safe  cover  crop  on  much  of 
this  land. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  read  a  moment  ago 
from  regulations  pertaining  to  farm- 
acreage  allotments  for  the  1954  crop  of 
wheat.  I  did  not  make  that  clear.  I 
believe  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
a  right  to  determine  the  cover  crop 
counties. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  statement  by  the  Senator  from 
Vermont,  and  I, hope  the  Secretary  will 
act  accordingly. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  believe  that  the  land 
can  be  used  for  a  cover  crop  without  its 
being  included  as  wheat  acreage. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  definitely  know  the 
Government  would  be  saved  large  sums 
of  money  in  the  control  of  soil,  and  liv¬ 
ing  conditions,  which  are  most  undesir¬ 
able  in  some  areas  at  present,  could  be 
improved  by  preventing  the  blowing  of 
the  soil. 

Pasture  for  livestock,  which  has  been 
badly  reduced,  would  be  furnished. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  res¬ 
olution  adopted  by  the  directors  of  the 
Kansas  Livestock  Association  in  Wichita 
on  Tuesday,  July  7,  urging  this  type  of 
legislation. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  statement  from 


the  Clark  County  agriculture  mobiliza¬ 
tion  committee,  with  respect  to  the  same 
type  of  legislation  and  proposed  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  typical  of  others  I  have  re¬ 
ceived. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter 
I  have  received  from  Herbert  Rudd,  of 
Tribune,  Kans.,  which  is  one  of  many  I 
have  received  in  regard  to  this  program. 

Finally,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  table  with 
respect  to  production,  planting,  arid  har¬ 
vesting  in  drought  areas. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

At  a  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the  Kan¬ 
sas  Livestock  Association  in  Wichita,  Kans., 
on  Tuesday,  July  7,  they  unanimously 
adopted  a  resolution  requesting  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  for  permission  for  seed¬ 
ing  of  wheat  in  the  drought  stricken  areas 
in  excess  of  acreage  allotments  if  and  when 
the  allotments  are  imposed. 

The  resolution  further  stated  that  “This 
would  afford  additional  feed  for  stockmen 
and  prevent  wind  erosion  on  the  acreage 
not  included  in  allotments.” 

United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture,  Production  and 

Marketing  Administration, 
Ashland,  Kans.,  July  7,  1953. 
To:  Frank  Carlson,  Senator,  United  States 
Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

From:  Clark  County  Agricultural  Mobiliza¬ 
tion  Committee. 

Subject:  Request  that  wheat  producers  be 
permitted  to  plant  a  full  acreage  this 
fall  if  the  acreage  allotment  program  is 
placed  in  effect. 

The  Clark  County  Mobilization  Committee 
met  Friday  evening,  July  3,  1953,  with  16 
members  present  to  discuss  the  drought  sit¬ 
uation.  Due  to  the  shortage  of  feed,  the 
wind  erosion  problem,  the  prospect  of  a 
considerable  number  of  crop  acres  being 
without  cover  this  fall  and  winter,  and  not 
enough  other  crop  seeds  suitable  for  seeding 
as  a  cover  crop  or  to  be  used  in  a  mixture 
available  for  fall  seeding  this  year  in  this 
area,  the  following  motion  was  made  and 
carried  unanimously: 

Motion  stated:  The  Clark  County  Agricul¬ 
tural  Mobilization  Committee  send  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Senators,  and  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  State  of  Kansas,  State  PMA 
Committee,  and  State  Mobilization  Commit¬ 
tee  the  following  recommendation — 

Requested  that  the  law  be  amended  so  a 
producer  may  seed  layout  land  to  wheat  and 
designate  the  acres  at  seeding  time  and  these 
designated  wheat  acres  used  as  a  cover  and 
feed  crop  to  be  disposed  of  so  they  will  not 
be  cut  for  grain  for  the  harvest  of  1954  and 
such  acres  be  disposed  of  by  May  15,  1954. 

Due  to  the  present  moisture  conditions, 
and  no  prospect  for  feed  in  this  county  it  is 
very  important  that  every  possible  consider¬ 
ation  be  given  to  the  above  recommendation. 

Members  present  and  organization  repre¬ 
sented:  Del  Randall,  farm  bureau;  M.  N. 
Rankin,  PMA;  Harry  Thompson,  PMA;  Henry 
Degnan,  PMA;  Charles  Greene,  extension; 
Bennie  Bird,  extension,  county  agent,  E.  M. 
Pyle  III,  NFLA;  Virgil  Mull,  NFLA;  Vernon 
McMinimy,  PCA;  Wendell  McMinimy,  REA; 
John  York,  SCD;  Leo  Brown,  SCD;  Albert 
Bray,  WS;  Kenneth  Salyer,  PMA  secretary. 
Sincerely  yours, 

M.  N.  Rankin, 

Chairman,  Clark  County  Agricul¬ 
tural  Mobilisation  Committee. 


Tribune,  Kans.,  July  5, 1953. 
Frank  Carlson, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  I  am  writing  in  regard  to  the 
proposed  acreage  reduction  for  our  1953 
wheat  seeding  for  1954  harvest. 

Because  of  our  practice  of  preparing  the 
seed  bed  in  April  or  May,  and  also  because 
of  weather  conditions  at  wheat  seeding  time 
and  spring  planting  time,  many  farmers 
have  many  acres  of  land  over  and  above  the 
acreage  allotment  that  are  a  blowing  hazard. 
I  wish  every  Member  of  Congress  and  all  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  could  have  been 
in  western  Kansas  or  the  Oklahoma  and 
Texas  Panhandles  the  past  2  weeks. 

I  think  that  regardless  of  the  carryover 
situation  and  proposed  marketing  quotas,  we 
should  drill  all  this  unprotected  ground  to 
wheat  if  the  planting  conditions  are  right 
at  seeding  time.  The  proper  care  of  the 
land  and  the  living  conditions  of  the  people 
in  this  country  surely  warrant  such  a  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  our  opinion,  the  support  price  of  these 
crops  could  be  much  lower,  but  first  and 
all  the  time  we  should  get  a  crop  on  our  open 
land  if  we  get  favorable  conditions  at  seed¬ 
ing  time. 

Respectfully, 

Herbert  Rudd. 


Drought  areas 


V 

Kansas 

Okla¬ 

homa 

Texas 

1953 

Production... 
Planted _ 

bushels.. 

93,  523, 000 
12, 609, 000 
10, 004, 000 

62,  536, 000 
6, 656, 000 
5, 622, 000 

21,  681, 000 
6, 423, 000 
2, 659, 000 

Harvested!... 

...do _ 

1948-52  (AVERAGE) 

Production- 

Planted _ 

Harvested _ 

bushels.. 
...acres., 
—do _ 

171,  495, 000 
13, 244, 000 
11,  272,  000 

72, 192, 000 
6,  508,  000 
5, 458, 000 

44, 101, 000 
6, 103, 000 
3, 885, 000 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr,  President,  in 
view  of  the  statement  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  I  have  reason 
to  believe  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  by  direction,  is  authorized  to  do 
what  is  proposed  by  my  amendment,  in 
the  disaster  county  areas  of  the  Nation. 
Therefore,  I  withdraw  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to 
be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en¬ 
grossment  of  the  amendments  and  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


'  ■  ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  purpose  to  move  that  the  Senate  now 
recess.  There  will  be  no  further  busi¬ 
ness  or  proposed  legislation  considered 
tonight.  It  is  proposed  that  when  the 
Senate  recesses,  it  recess  until  Monday 
at  12  o’clock  noon.  However,  I  shall  be 
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glad  to  yield  to  Senators  for  the  purpose 
of  making  insertions  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  rose. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama. 


IRREGULAR  AIR  CARRIERS 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  intended  to  speak  to  the  Senate  this 
afternoon  with  respect  to  a  matter  that 
is  quite  pressing.  However,  I  shall  not 
detain  the  Senate  more  than  a  few  min¬ 
utes,  and  shall  then  have  printed  in  the 
Record  the  statement  I  had  planned  to 
make. 

For  about  2  years  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Small  Business  has  been  greatly 
interested  in  trying  to  preserve  a  very 
valuable  asset  of  our  transportation  sys¬ 
tem.  I  refer  to  the  irregular  air  carriers 
of  the  Nation.  Recently  the  Small 
Business  Committee  held  hearings  with 
particular  reference  to  certain  regula¬ 
tions  under  which  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  is  acting  at  present,  and  under 
which  it  proposes  to  take  away  a  certifi¬ 
cate  from  North  American  Airlines, 
which  is  a  group  of  airlines  representing 
about  four  different  carriers. 

Recently  the  chairman  of  thS~  Small 
Business  Committee  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  suggesting  that 
action  revoking  the  certificate  of  the 
North  American  Airlines  be  held  up  un¬ 
til  the  Small  Business  Committee  could 
complete  its  hearings  and  make  a  report, 
and  until  the  general  study  which  the 
board  is  making  into  the  whole  question 
of  certification  of  nonscheduled  airlines 
could  be  completed. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  a  copy  of  the  letter 
from  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Small 
Business  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye],  dated  June  9, 
1953,  and  addressed  to  the  Chairman  of 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  regarding 
this  matter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senate  Small  Business  Committee, 

June  9, 1953. 

Hon.  Oswald  Ryan, 

Chairman,  Civil  Aeronautics  Board, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  As  you  know,  our 
committee  is  currently  studying  the  testi¬ 
mony  developed  during  the  recent  hearings 
on  the  problems  of  the  irregular  air  carriers. 
We  expect  to  have  a  report  on  this  matter 
ready  for  presentation  to  the  Senate  within  a 
few  weeks. 

In  order  to  avoid  any  prejudicial  actions,  I 
would  like  to  request  that  the  Board  defer 
any  further  steps  in  the  processing  of  eco¬ 
nomic  enforcement  proceedings  until  after 
our  report  has  been  submitted  and  th*  Board 
has  had  a  chance  to  consider  it.-  I  believe 
that  this  would  provide  for  a  more  orderly 
handling  of  the  problem. 

With  best  wishes. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edward  J.  Thye,  Chairman. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  Board,  in  spite 
of  that  request  from  the  chairman  of  our 
committee,  has  proceeded  with  its  action 
against  these  airlines.  A  temporary  in¬ 
junction  was  obtained,  and  the  argument 
will  be  held  in  court  on  Monday,  as  to 


whether  or  not  the  injunction  should  be 
made  permanent. 

I  have  prepared  some  remarks  which  I 
had  intended  to  deliver  on  this  subject. 
Because  of  the  lateness  of  the  hour  I  shall 
not  detain  the  Senate  longer,  but  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks  the  statement  to  which  I  have 
referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RecoSd,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Sparkman 

Tlie  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  is  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  pursuing  a  series  of  enforcement 
cases  in  the  form  of  six  separate  proceedings, 
the  purpose  of  which  is  the  revocation  of  the 
operating  authority  of  various  scheduled 
carriers. 

The  purpose  of  these  enforcement  pro¬ 
ceedings  is  to  revoke  the  operating  authority 
of  the  following  carriers  whom  I  shall  name, 
along  with  the  number  of  revenue  passenger 
miles  which  these  carriers  flew  in  1952: 


Docket 

No. 

1952  passen¬ 
ger-miles 

Robin  Air  Lines,  Inc.,  North  Con- 

5475 

4,  813, 000 
63.  618,  000 
42.  886,  000 
27,  046,  000 
66,  782,  000 
40,  376,  000 
53,  621,  000 
71,  534,  000 
28, 130,  000 

Caribbean  American  Lines . - 

5657 

5766 

5779 

Twentieth  Century  Air  Lines  Inc. 
Trans  American  Airwaw;,  Inc _ 

6000 

6000 

6000 

6000  ‘ 

4084 

It  will  be  noted  that  these  carriers  flew 
a  total  of  398,806,000  revenue  passenger- 
miles.  This  represents  approximately  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  number  of  revenue  pas¬ 
senger-miles  flown  in  common  carrier  civil¬ 
ian  service  by  the  entire  nonscheduled  in¬ 
dustry. 

These  carriers  are  the  largest,  most  reli¬ 
able,  and  most  experienced  enterprises  among 
the  independent  air  carriers.  They  receive 
no  subsidy  and  they  have  never  received  any 
subsidy.  They  have  a  fine  record  of  safety. 
In  every  respect  these  carriers  represent  the 
leaders  of  the  independent  noncertificated 
civil  aviation  companies  in  the  United 
States.  They  are  all  charged  with  the  same 
offense.  It  seems  that  they  are  all  guilty  in 
the  eyes  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  of 
flying  too  frequently,  too  regularly,  and,  in 
some  instances,  conducting  their  business  in 
a  manner  similar  to  that  of  the  certificated 
carriers  in  regard  to  honoring  passenger 
tickets  among  each  other.  By  way  of  illus¬ 
tration,  I  should  like  to  point  out  that  if 
you  were  to  call  American  Airlines  today  for 
passage  to  New  York  and  they  were  unable 
to  provide  you  with  adequate  service,  they 
will  be  glad  to  sell  you  passage  on  Eastern 
Airlines.  This  is  a  perfectly  proper  and  hon¬ 
ored  relationship  among  certificated  carriers. 
However,  if  one  nonscheduled  carrier  con¬ 
ducts  this  type  of  arrangement  with  another 
nonscheduled  carrier,  this  is  regarded  as  an 
offense  sufficiently  grave  to  warrant  their 
forfeiting  their  operating  authority. 

It  strikes  me  as  particularly  significant 
that  these  carriers,  the  successful  ones,  ones 
who  have  demonstrated  their  efficiency  and 
their  ability  to  serve  the  public  convenience 
and  necessity,  are  just  the  ones  singled  out 
by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  for  punish¬ 
ment.  If  it  was  the  premeditated  intention 
of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  to  wipe  out 
the  independent  air  carriers  with  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  effort,  no  better  way  could  be  devised 
than  the  proceedings  which  the  Board  is  now 
undertaking.  I,  for  one,  cannot  sanction  the 
flouting  of  the  regulations  of  any  regulatory 
agency.  I  feel  that  the  rules  of  an  agency 


have  a  special  sanctity  and  should  be  hon¬ 
ored  by  their  observance.  I  feel  that  the 
rules  of  any  agency  must  first  be  honored 
by  those  who  promulgate  those  rules — in  the 
sense  that  every  rule  must  be  drawn  in  the 
spirit  of  what  is  best  for  the  public  interest 
and  what  can  be  regarded  as  a  formal  state¬ 
ment  of  how  to  proceed  equitably  and  fairly. 

The  regulations  which  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board  is  invoking  in  the  curren  pro¬ 
ceedings  are  regulations  which  fail  to  meet 
the  test  of  consistency,  fairness,  and  public 
interest.  The  regulations  have  been  chal¬ 
lenged  time  and  again  in  recent  hearings 
conducted  by  the  Senate  Small  Business 
Committee  in  the  course  of  which  it  was 
shockingly  revealed  that  these  regulations 
had  a  premeditated  motive  designed  to  de¬ 
prive  one  segment  of  the  aviation  industry, 
namely,  the  non-scheduled  independent  car¬ 
rier,  of  any  economic  possibility  of  survival. 
Mr.  President,  I  am  not  making  this  charge 
against  the  economic  regulations  of  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board,  but  I  am  saying  that  a 
great  deal  of  evidence  has  been  presented 
before  committees  of  Congress  indicating 
that  prejudice  and  favoritism  played  an  im¬ 
portant  part  in  the  drawing  of  these  regu¬ 
lations,  and  that  bias  and  malice  have  been 
factors  in  the  manner  in  which  these  regu¬ 
lations  have  been  employed.  I  am  not  in  a 
position  to  evaluate  these  regulations,  but  I 
am  in  a  position  to  say  without  fear  of  con¬ 
tradiction  that  a  great  deal  of  evidence  has 
been  amassed  which  warrants  a  thorough 
and  impartial  scrutiny  of  the  economic  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  and 
of  the  Board’s  administration  of  these  regu¬ 
lations.  That  such  an  inquiry  is  justified 
and  necessary,  no  reasonable  man  can  deny. 
I  think  that  the  proof  of  this  contention  is 
best  borne  out  by  the  fact  that  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Small  Business,  through 
its  able  chairman,  Senator  Thye,  has  re¬ 
cently  completed  a  most  industrious  inquiry 
into  this  problem  of  the  economic  regula¬ 
tions  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  as  they 
might  pertain  to  possible  discrimination  and 
unfair  restraint  against  the  independent  air 
carriers.  This  committe  is  now  in  the  proc¬ 
ess  of  preparing  its  report,  in  which  it  will, 
I  trust,  come  forth  with  a  fair  evaluation 
of  these  regulations  and  also  chart  a  course 
of  action  whereby  the  valuable  assets  of  the 
independent  air  carriers  can  be  given  some 
proper  and  legal  relationship  to  the  entire 
civil  aviation  industry  of  the  country.  This 
report  has  not  yet  been  submitted  to  the 
Congress,  as  it  is  even  now  in  the  process  of 
preparation. 

But  did  the  fact  that  an  important  and 
distinguished  committee  of  the  Senate  is 
in  the  process  of  making  a'  study  of  this 
problem  check  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
in  its  swift  appointment  as  executioner  of 
small  business  in  aviation?  No;  it  did  not. 
The  Board  has  completely  and  blithely  over¬ 
looked  the  fact  that  a  Senate  committee 
was  in  the  process  of  preparation  of  such 
a  report.  The  Board  indicates  that  it  will 
continue  on  its  set  course  of  disqualifying 
and  liquidating  the  new  enterprises  of  an 
industry  which  it  is  constitutionally  charged 
with  preserving.  But  I  must  cite  an  even 
more  shocking  inconsistency  in  the  Board’s 
action.  Since  September  of  1951  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  has  been  conducting  an 
inquiry  into  the  proper  role  of  the  large 
irregular  carriers.  This  proceeding,  to  which 
all  of  the  independent  air  carriers  are  party, 
is  known  as  Docket  No.  5132.  The  Oder  in¬ 
stituting  .this  investigation  stated  that  it 
"appears  to  be  desirable  to  institute  a  gen¬ 
eral  investigation  to  obtain  further  and  cur¬ 
rent  economic  and  other  information  con¬ 
cerning  noncertificated  operations,  in  order 
that  the  Board  may  determine  its  future 
policy  with  respect  to  large  irregular  car¬ 
riers  and  irregular  transport  carriers.”  This 
inquiry  was  launched  by  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board  the  21st  day  of  September 
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SENATE 


1.  DROUGHT  RELIEF.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6054,  the 
drought -re  lief  bill  (pp.  8835-7,  8886-7).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President. 

\  WHEAT,  Ratified  Executive  H,  to  revise  and  extend Jthe  International  Wheat  Agree- 
c’  menfc.  The  Agreement  and  an  explanation  of  it  are  printed  in  the  Record,  (pp.  >’ 
8890-912.) 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res,  97,  to  provide  for  effectuation  of  the 
new  International  ] .Heat  Agreement  (pp.  8873,  8912),  _  . 

Senate  and  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R,  5451,  to  amend  the  wheat 
marketing  quota  law  (pp.*  8834,  8887). 

A  *i 

3.  FOREIGN  AID.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R»  5710,  to 

amend  and  fextend  the  Mutual  Security  Act.  The  House  vote  was  221-109.  (pp. 
8938-40,  8861-8.)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  Sen.  Jiley  ex¬ 
pressed  regret  that  the  authorization  for  ICEF  was  not  larger  (p.  8883). 

Sen.  Horse  inserted  a  paper  by  E.  J.  Bell  favoring  uAid  By  Trade”  (pp. 

8883-6).  ,  ,>  # 

4.  NOMINATION  of  Carl  Raymond  Arnold  to  be  FCA  Governor  was  received  (p.  8948). 

5.  POTATOES.  S.  2124,  relating  to  repacking  of  potatoes,  was  taken  from  the  Inter¬ 

state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  and  referred  to  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  (p.  8880). 
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6.  PRICE'  SUPPORTS •  Sen*  Lanier  inserted  a  Carson  (K.  Dak,).  Commercial  Club  resolu¬ 

tion  favoring  oresent  price -support  legislation  (p.  8874) * 

7,  TREATIES.  Sen,  Wiley  criticized  the  Bricker  resolution,  to  limit  treaty  powers, 

-  ‘  -  .  ana  inserted  letters  opposing  it  (pp,  8880-3  ),  . 

HOUSE  . . —  -  -a 

8',  AP NROPRIAT IONS .  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H,  R,  6200,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1954  (p.  8872), 

House  conferees,  were,  appointed  on  H,  R.  4974,  the  State,  Justice,  Commerce 

. * -appropriation  bill  for  19-54  (-JV  -82.32 ) ,  and  K,  R,  5246,  the  Labor-HEU  appropria- 

. -tio-n  bill  for  1954  (p#  3834')'*-  •  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed,.  , 

’  *  *  y  •  •  1  *  <-  -  1  »  ■  v  n  ■*  *  *  k  -  *  *  • 

<  *  *9,-  -FOREIGN  TRADE.  -  Passed-  -  vdth-  amendment  H,  R.  5377,  to.  amend,  certain  administra- 
-  tive  provisions  of  the  Tariff-  Act  -of  1930  to  simplify,  customs,,  procedure  (pp, 

.  <  '88-37-61).  Rejected  a  committee  amendment  to  require  that,  injury  or  threat  of 
"injury  be ’proved  by  an  industry-  before  a. -countervailing,  duty,  would,  be  imposed 
•'**  ;  '  by 'the  Treasury  Department  '('PP*  *3860-1) ,  Rep.  Scott- said  this- amendment  was 
opposed  by  wool  and  cotton  groups,  etc,  (p.  8843)*  '  ' •  '  • 

The  Hays  and  J  eans  Committee  reported  without  .amendment  H,  R,  5894,  to 
,  amend  the  Trade  Agreements  Extension  Act  to  provide  additional  protection  for 
•  American  workers,  farmers,  etc,  (H,  Rept,  777) (p,  8372),  .  ...  * 

*  ,1  *;  :•  -x  .•  ; 

10.  SJ AIL  BUSINESS.  Adopted  H.  J.  Res.-  294,  making  appropriations  for  the  Small 

Defense  Plants  Administration  .for  July,  1^53  (p.  8831)* 

11.  PRICE  DISCRIMINATION.  Rep.  Patman  claimed  there  is  a  nationwide  effort  to  fool 

the  independent  merchant  as  to  his  right  to  buy  cooperatively  under  the 
Robins on-Patman  Act  (pp,  3868-9), 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

»  ‘  ' "  ’  ■  a  s*  .*  ,1(  * 

•  ..  %  *  •  •  '  '  » 

12.  AGRICULTURAL  ADJUST: ENT .  II.  It..  6257,  by  Rep.  Hunter,  and'E.-  R._  6259,  by  Rep. 

Rhodes  of  Ariz.,  ”to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”}  to  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  (p.  8872). 

13.  FOREIGN  AID.  H,  R,  6262,  by  Rep.  Radwan,  to  authorize  CCC  commodities  to  be 

.  used  for  foreign  .aid}  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  8872) .  * 

#  *  •  «  j  »  *  *  1 

14*  RESEARCH.  S.  2367, 'by  Sen;  Aiken,  ”to  strengthen  the  conduct  of  research”  in 

USDA}  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p*  8876) • 

**  >  1  •  -1  . 

15*  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  S,  2368,  by  Sen.  Aiken,  to  amend  Sec.  8  (e)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act}  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 

‘  '(p.  8876).  J 

*  BILLS  APPROVED  ST  THE  PRESIDENT 

16.  RECRGANIZATION •  S.  106,  to  establish  a  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Exec- 
.  utive  Branch.  Approved  July  10  (Public  Law  108). 

S.  1514,  to  establish  a  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations ' 
Approved  July  10,  1953  (Public  Law  109). 

17*  FLAG.  S.  694,  to  prohibit  display  of  flags  of  international  organizations  or 
other  nations  in  equal  or  superior  prominence  cr  honor  to  the  U.  S.  flag 
except  under  specified  circumstances.  Approved  July  9,  1953  (Public  Law  107), 
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could  result  In  rescinding  present  counter¬ 
vailing  duty  on  Uruguayan  wool  tops. 

Arthur  O.  Wellman. 

Boston,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

Ways  and  Means  Committee, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  strongly  urge  you  endeavor  persuade 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  eliminate 
amendment  from  customs  simplification  bill 
(H.  R.  5877)  relating  to  requirement  injury 
test  before  countervailing  duties  can  be  im¬ 
posed.  Our  industry  had  no  opportunity 
express  our  opposition  this  clause  which  was 
not  in  original  bill.  Respectfully  request 
your  oppostion  to  such  fundamental  change 
in  statutory  law  without  opportunity  for 
industries  vitally  affected  to  be  heard. 

Kenneth  Marriner, 
Marriner  &  Co.,  Inc. 

Graniteville,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  understand  that  simplification  bill, 
H.  R.  5877,  will  be  offered  on  House  floor 
this  coming  Monday,  July  13,  to  require  in¬ 
jury  test  before  countervailing  duties  could 
be  imposed.  We  urge  that  this  matter  be 
given  a  full  hearing,  as  it  might  result  in 
rescinding  present  countervailing  duty  on 
Uruguayan  wool  top. 

Edward  M.  Abbott. 

Boston,  Mass.,  July  9,  1953. 
Congresswoman  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 
House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Am  advised  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
will  offer  amendment  to  customs  simplifica¬ 
tion  bill  which  would  add  so-called  injury 
test  to  countervailing  duty  statute.  This 
is  a  new  feature  of  bill  on  which  no  public 
hearings  were  held.  We  strongly  oppose  as 
this  would  nullify  countervailing  duties  re¬ 
cently  imposed  on  imported  woll  top.  Please 
do  your  utmost  to  defeat  amendment. 

Rufus  P.  Hale, 

Assistant  Treasurer, -Pacific  Mills, 

140  Federal  Street,  Boston,  Mass. 

Boston,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  understand  Ways  and  Means  Commit¬ 
tee  will  propose  on  House  floor  to  amend 
customs  simplification  bill  to  weaken  pres¬ 
ent  countervailing  duty  statute  by  adding 
an  injury  test  to  it.  This  amendment  is 
highly  controversial.  It  was  not  a  part  of 
the  bill  as  introduced  and  was  considered 
by  the  committee  only  in  executive  session. 
It  might  require  rescinding  of  present  coun¬ 
tervailing  duty  against  subsidized  wool  top 
imports  jfrom  Uruguay  and  would  be  grossly 
detrimental  to  United  States  wool  industry. 
Please  attempt  to  persuade  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  not  to 'offer  amendment  at  this 
time  but  to  embody  it  in  separate  bill  and 
hold  hearings  on  that  bill. 

Ernest  Bentley, 

President,  Boston  Wool  Trade 
Association. 

West  Chelmsford,  MAss.,  July  10, 1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  are  advised  that  an  amendment  will  be 
proposed  to  H.  R.  5877,  customs  simplifica¬ 
tion  bill,  on  Monday  when  it  comes  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  under  a  rule  to  permit 
honoring  this  amendment.  It  will  seriously 
affect  our  business  in  your  district.  Please 
vote  against  this  amendment  and  the  whole 
bill  as  there  are  other  features  of  the, bill 
that  will  materially  curtail  our  operations  in 
the  plants  in  your  districts. 

H.  E.  Fletcher  Co. 


North  Chelmsford,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

New  House  Office  Building: 

Reference  H.  R.  5877,  in  regard  to  customs 
simplification  bill,  we  are  unalterably  op¬ 
posed  to  any  amendment  requiring  injury 
to  be  proven  before  countervailing  duty  can 
be  imposed. 

Southwell  Combing  Co. 

•k 

Lowell,  Mass.,  July  13,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  are  advised  that  an  amendment  will 
be  proposed  to  H.  R.  5877,  customs  simplifi¬ 
cation  bill,  today  when  it  comes  to  the  floor 
of  the  House  under  a  rule  permitting  only 
this  amendment.  It  will  seriously  affect  our 
business  in  your  district.  Please  vote  against 
the  amendment  and  the  whole  .bill  as  there 
are  other  features  of  the  bill  that  will  ma¬ 
terially  curtail  our  operations  in  the  textile 
mills  in  your  district. 

Merrimack  Manufacturing  Co. 

Lowell,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

New  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Referring  to  H.  R.  5877,  in  regard  to  cus¬ 
toms  simplification  bill,  we  are  unalterably 
opposed  to  any  amendment  requiring  injury 
to  be  proven  before  countervailing  duty  can 
be  imposed. 

Gilet  Carbonizing  Co. 


Nobillerica,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

New  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Referring  to  H.  R.  5877,  in  regard  to  cus¬ 
toms  simplification  bill,  we  are  unalterably 
opposed  to  any  amendment  requiring  injury 
to  be  proven  before  countervailing  duty  can 
be  imposed. 

North  Billerica  Co., 

J.  A.  Morrell. 


Boston,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  believe  amendment  to  customs  sim¬ 
plification  bill,  H.  R.  5877,  relating  to  require¬ 
ment  injury  test  before  countervailing  duties 
can  be  imposed  would  have  adverse  effect  on 
our  industry.  Hope  you  will  do  all  possible 
to  persuade  House  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee  to  eliminate  this  amendment. 

Draper  Top  Co. 

Boston,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  strongly  oppose  the  injury  test  amend¬ 
ment  to  H.  R.  5877,  customs  simplification 
bill.  This  amendment  could  mean  the  re¬ 
scinding  of  the  recently  imposed  counter¬ 
vailing  duty  on  wool  top  imports  from 
Uruguay,  which  are  openly  subsidized. 
These  subsidized  wool  top  imports  have  been, 
and  certainly  would  be  again,  greatly  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  entire  wool  and  topmaking  in¬ 
dustry.  Injury  test  proceedings  are  always 
time  consuming  and  great  damage  can  re¬ 
sult  during  the  time  necessary  to  fulfill  an 
injury  test  requirement.  We  strongly  ques¬ 
tion  the  motive  behind  such  an  amendment 
and  strongly  urge  you  to  do  all  in  your  power 
to  separate  this  amendment  from  this  bill 
and,  if  necessary,  have  its  proponents  em¬ 
body  it  in  a  separate  bill  on  which  all  inter¬ 
ested  parties  could  be  heard. 

Walker  Top  Associates, 


8833 

Boston,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

It  is  vital  to  us  as  part  of  the  wool  industry 
that  amendment  to  customs  simplification 
bill,  H.  R.  5877,  requiring  injury  test  before 
countervailing  duties  can  be  imposed,  be  de¬ 
feated,  and  we  respectfully  urge  you  to  use 
all  of  your  influence  against  this  amendment. 

Thurmond  &  Co. 

Andover,  Mass.,  July  13,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  Office  Building: 

We  understand  customs  simplification  bill, 
H.  R.  5877,  is  being  reported  to  floor  of  House 
today.  My  associates  and  I  strongly  oppose 
its  passage.  Our  company  is  one  of  the 
smaller  rubber  manufacturers  employing 
about  900  people.  In  the  depressed  labor 
area  of  Lawrence,  Mass.  Our  principal  prod¬ 
ucts  are  rubber  and  canvas  rubber-soled  foot¬ 
wear  which  are  particularly  vulnerable  to 
foreign  competition.  We  are  convinced  that 
passage  of  proposed  bill  would  help  increase 
such  competition  at  a  time  when  our  indus¬ 
try,  which  is  essential  to  our  country’s  de¬ 
fense,  is  particularly  vulnerable.  We  urge 
that  proposed  legislation  be  at  least  post¬ 
poned  until  general  tariff  study  scheduled 
for  ensuing  year  can  be  completed. 

Tyer  Rubber, 

W.  E.  Brimer,  President. 

New  England  Manufacturing 
Confectioners  Association, 
Boston,  Mass.,  July  10,  1953. 
Hon.  Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mrs.  Rogers:  I  understand  that 
the  customs  simplification  bill,  H.  R.  5877, 
probably  will  be  voted  on  in  the  House  next 
week,  possibly  on  Monday. 

The  candy  industry  in  New  England  is 
worired  about  Congressman  Eberharter’s 
proposed  amendment  to  impose  an  injury 
test  so  that  countervailing  duty  would  not 
be  imposed  to  compensate  for  any  bounty 
being  paid  by  foreign  governments  to  their 
manufacturers  to  export  unless  our  own  do¬ 
mestic  industry  could  prove  injury.  The 
duty  on  candy  might  be  increased  in  several 
instances  because  we  *  have  definite  proof 
that  the  bounties  are  being  paid. 

This  particular  amendment  would  prevent 
our  getting  any  relief.  Incidentally,  there 
has  been  a  tremendous  increase  in  imported 
candy. 

The  candy  manufacturers  in  New  England 
will  appreciate  your  good  efforts  in  seeing 
■  that  this  particular  proposed  amendment  to 
H.  R.  5877  is  defeated. 

Sincerely  yours, 

'Walter  R.  Guild, 
Managing  Director. 


(Mr.  KERSTEN  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  KERSTEN  of  Wisconsin’s  re¬ 
marks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 


PILING  OF  MINORITY  REPORT 

Mr.  CROSSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  minority  report 
on  the  bill  H.  R.  356. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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DEPARTMENTS  OP  LABOR,  AND 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEL¬ 
FARE,  AND  RELATED  INDEPEND¬ 
ENT  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION 
BILL,  1954 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  5246) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  related  agencies,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hears 
none  and  appoints  the  following  con¬ 
ferees:  Messrs.  Busbey,  Jensen,  Budge, 
Taber,  Fernandez,  Rooney,  and  Cannon. 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendments,  and  ask  for  a 
conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  appoints  the  following  con¬ 
ferees:  Messrs.  Hope,  August  H.  Andre- 
sen,  Hill,  Poage,  and  Grant. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  81  on  Thursday 
last  I  am  recorded  as  being  absent.  I 
was  present  and  answered  to  my  name. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION 
BILL,  1954 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
pi’ivileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  330,  Rept. 
No.  771),  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6200)  making  supplemental  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954,  and 
for  other  purposes,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  or  any  provisions  contained 
in  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  continue  not  to  exceed  3  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 


of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 


TAX  ON  ADMISSIONS  TO  A  MOVING- 
PICTURE  THEATER 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  331,  Rept. 
No.  772),  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
157)  to  provide  thatfthe  tax  on  admissions 
shall  not  apply  to  admissions  to  a  moving- 
picture  theater,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
the  bill  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
read  for  amendment.  No  amendment  shall 
be  in  order  to  said  bill  except  the  substitute 
amendment  recommended  by  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  now  in  the  bill,  but  such 
amendment  shall  not  be  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment.  At  the  conclusion  of  such  considera¬ 
tion,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 
bill  to  the  House,  with  such  amendment  if 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill,  and  the 
amendment  thereto  if  adopted,  to  final  pas¬ 
sage  without  intervening  motion,  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 


INVESTIGATION  OF  EDUCATIONAL 

AND  PHILANTHROPIC  FOUNDA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  217,  Rept. 
No.  773),  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  there  is  hereby  created  a 
special  committee  to  be  composed  of  five 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker,  one  of  whom 
he  shall  designate  as  chairman.  Any  va¬ 
cancy  occurring  in  the  membership  of  the 
committee  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was 
made. 

The  committee  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  conduct  a  full  and  complete  investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  of  educational  and  philan¬ 
thropic  foundations  and  other  comparable 
organizations  which  are  exempt  from  Fed¬ 
eral  income  taxation  to  determine  if  any 
foundations  and  organizations  are  using 
their  resources  for  purposes  other  than  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  established, 
and  especially  to  determine  which  such 
foundations  and  organizations  are  using 
their  resources  for  un-American  and  sub¬ 
versive  activities;  for  political  purposes; 
propaganda,  or  attempts  to  influence  leg¬ 
islation. 

The  committee  shall  report  to  the  House 
(or  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House  if  the  House 
is  not  in  session)  on  or  before  January  3, 
1955,  the  results  of  its  investigation  and 
study,  together  with  such  recommendations 
as  it  deems  advisable. 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  reso¬ 
lution  the  committee,  or  any  duly  author¬ 


ized  subcommittee  thereof,  if  authorized  to 
sit  and  act  during  the  present  Congress  at 
such  times  and  places  and  within  the  United 
States,  its  Territories,  and  possessions, 
whether  the  House  is  in  session,  has  re¬ 
cessed,  or  has  adjourned,  to  hold  hearings* 
administer  oaths,  and  to  require,  by  sub- 
pena  or  otherwise,  the  attendance  and  tes¬ 
timony  of  such  witnesses  and  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  books,  records,  correspondence, 
memoranda,  papers,  and  documents,  as  it 
deems  necessary.  Subpenas  may  be  issued 
under  the  signature  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  or  any  member  of  the  committee 
designated  by  him,  and  may  be  served  by 
any  person  designated  by  such  chairman  or 
member. 

Upon  the  passage  of  this  resolution,  the 
Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  House  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  ascertain  the  location 
of  all  books,  papers,  files,  correspondence, 
and  documents  assembled  by  the  former 
select  committee  under  House  Resolution 
501,  82d  Congress,  and  take  same  into  his 
custody,  depositing  such  records  with  the 
Clerk  under  rule  XXXVII.  The  Clerk  of  the 
House  is  hereby  authorized  to  loan  such 
records  and  files  to  the  special  committee 
established  by  this  resolution  for  the  official 
use  of  the  specjal  committee  during  the  33d 
Congress  or  until  January  3,  1955,  when  they 
will  be  returned  in  accordance  with  said 
rule. 


SECOND  RECIPROCAL  TRADE 
‘  AGREEMENTS  ACT 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
have  until  midnight  tonight  to  file  a 
report  on  the  bill  H.  R.  5894,  the  Sec¬ 
ond  Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Act. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DR.  GEORGE  W.  GILLIE 

(Mr.  ADAIR  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
pleasure  for  me  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  Members  of  the  House  a  high 
honor  which  will  soon  be  bestowed  upon 
a  former  colleague  and  my  Republican 
predecessor  from  the  Fourth  District  of 
Indiana,  Dr.  George  W.  Gillie,  of  Fort 
Wayne. 

On  July  20,  Dr.  Gillie,  who  served  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  from  1938 
through  1948,  will  receive  the  highest 
award  which  can  be  presented  by  the 
American  Veterinary  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion  at  its  90th  annual  convention  at 
Toronto,  Canada. 

Each  year,  the  AMVA  recognizes  a  vet¬ 
erinarian  for  meritorious  service  to  the 
membership  of  the  organization.  This 
year  Dr.  Gillie  will  receive  the  award. 
He  will  be  presented  with  both  a  certifi¬ 
cate  and  the  AMVA  medal. 

While  serving  in  the  House,  Dr.  Gillie 
was  a  member  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee.  He  was  a  leader  in  the  fight 
to  eradicate  foot-and-mouth  disease 
during  the  terrible  epidemic  in  Mexico, 
which  also  threatened  the  cattle  indus¬ 
try  of  the  United  States.  He  also  sought 
to  establish  a  Government-sponsored 
laboratory  to  study  ways  and  means  of 
preventing  the  recurrence  of  this  dread 
disease. 
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matter  with  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  senior  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Johnson]. 

Mi-.  AIKEN.  I  have  not.  I  cannot 
conceive  that  either  the  acting  majority 
leader  or  the  minority  leader  would  have 
the  slightest  objection  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HENNINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  understand  there  is  no  objection. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  agreed  substantially  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill,  with  the  exception  of  the  section 
relating  to  emergency  feed  and  seed 
laws.  This  section  was  stricken  by  the 
Senate  on  the  ground  that  it  was  cov¬ 
ered  by  other  legislation.  However, 
after  discussing  the  matter  with  the 
Plouse  conferees,  it  was  agreed  that 
probably  it  would  be  better  to  have  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  covering  the  item.  So, 
the  conference  report  contains  a  modi¬ 
fied  version  of  the  provision  for  emer¬ 
gency  assistance  in  furnishing  feed  and 
seed,  which  was  originally  stricken  out 
of  the  bill  by  the  Senate.  This  pro¬ 
vision  does  not  create  any  new  author¬ 
ity.  It  is  simply  a  question  of  whether 
the  funds  for  carrying  out  this  authority 
shall  come  from  the  President’s  emer¬ 
gency  fund  or  from  the  disaster  loan  re¬ 
volving  fund.  Many  agencies,  particu¬ 
larly  the  Civil  Defense  Administration, 
are  interested  in  the  President’s  fund; 
and  the  Budget  Bureau  has  assured  us 
.that  from  an  accounting  and  adminis¬ 
trative  viewpoint,  it  is  preferable  that 
this  assistance  be  furnished  from  the 
disaster  loan  revolving  fund.  Language 
which  appeared  to  invite  discrimination 
in  waiving  payment  for  feed  and  seed 
has  been  removed;  and  in  view  of  the 
explanation  of  the  Budget  Bureau  and 
removal  of  the  objectionable  language, 
the  conferees  believe  that  the  provision 
should  be  included  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  from  the  conference  report 
that  funds  for  feed  and  seed  loans 
would  come  from  the  disaster  relief 
fund? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Not  now.  They  would 
have  come  from  the  disaster  relief  fund 
had  the  provision  which  was  stricken 
by  the  Senate  remained  out  of  the  bill. 
The  fund  will  now  come  from  the  re¬ 
volving  fund  of  the  RACC,  or  what 
formerly  was  the  RACC  agency.  It  was 
feared  that  the  President’s  emergency 
funds  might  become  exhausted  in  case 
of  serious  disasters  of  another  nature. 
Therefore  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
thought  it  would  be  better  to  have  the 
agricultural  disaster  loans  for  feed  and 
seed  paid  out  of  the  revolving  fund  ra¬ 
ther  than  to  take  a  chance  on  calling 
on  another  fund  which  might  at  some 
time  prove  to  be  inadequate. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  feed  and  seed  loans 
at  the  present  time,  and  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  program,  will  be  handled  as  they 
have  been  handled  in  the  past,  through 
the  same  funds  which  were  available  in 
previous  years  for  feed  and  seed  loans? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  After  this  bill  becomes 
law,  the  feed  and  seed  loans  will  be 
made  out  of  the  revolving  fund,  rather 
than  the  President’s  immediate  disaster 
fund. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  statement  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senate  conferees 
agreed  that  the  situation  would  be  im¬ 
proved,  and  the  House  conferees  agreed 
that  by  changing  the  language  of  the 
House  provision  the  bill  itself  would  be 
improved,  and  there  would  be  no  chance 
for  misunderstanding  or  ambiguity. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand,  then,  that  upon  the  final  en¬ 
actment  of  the  legislation  emergency 
funds  will  be  provided  for  financing 
loans  in  the  disaster  area  for  livestock; 
second,  that  loans  will  be  provided  for 
feed;  and,  third,  that  emergency  loans 
will  be  provided  for  feed  and  seed? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  provides  for  loans  for 
agricultural  purposes  of  any  kind  in  dis¬ 
aster  areas.  It  provides  for  nationwide 
loans  on  livestock  on  a  temporary,  2- 
year  basis;  and  it  provides  for  loans  for 
feed  and  seed  in  disaster  areas,  to  be 
made  from  the  revolving  fund  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  rather  than 
from  the  President’s  disaster  fund. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  and  his  committee  for  the 
diligence  with  which  they  have  handled 
this  critical  and  very  much  needed  piece 
of  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OF  WHEAT  MARKET¬ 
ING  QUOTA  PROVISIONS  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF 
1938 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  disagreeing  to 
the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the  wheat-mar¬ 
keting-quota  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
requesting  a  conference  with  the  Senate 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  move  that  the  Senate 
insist  upon  its  amendments,  agree  to  the 
request  of  the  House  for  a  conference, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Aiken, 
Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Thye,  Mr.  Ellender,  and 
Mr.  Holland  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate.  _ 


LOCAL  AIRLINE  SERVICE  IN  NEW 
ENGLAND — DISSENTING  OPINION 
OF  JOSH  LEE  AND  JOSEPH  P. 
ADAMS 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr. '  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  and  my¬ 
self,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert 
in  the  RECORirthe  dissenting  opinion  of 
the  Honorable  Josh  Lee  and  the  Honor¬ 
able  Joseph  P.  Adams,  both  members  of 


the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  in  docket 
No.  5055  et  al.,  decided  July  3,  1953, 
being  the  Wiggins  airways  renewal  in¬ 
vestigation  case. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  dissent¬ 
ing  opinion  was  ordered  to  boprinted  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Members  Lee  and  Adams  Dissenting 

We  dissent  from  the  majority’s  refusal  to 
renew  Wiggins  for  the  same  basic  reasons  set 
forth  in  our  original  dissenting  opinion  in 
this  proceeding.  We  are  unable  to  adopt  the 
majority’s  conclusion  that  the  area  involved 
in  this  proceeding  is  too  weak  to  justify  from 
an  economic  standpoint  a  properly  estab¬ 
lished  local  air  transportation  system.  On 
the  contrary,  we  believe  that  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  sound  local  service  pattern  provid¬ 
ing  these  communities  with  rapid  transpor¬ 
tation  to  their  major  trade  centers  would 
have  just  as  good  a  chance  for  success  as 
similar  systems  in  other  sections  of  the 
country.  We  are  convinced  that  if  Wiggins 
were  given  a  proper  route  system  and  per¬ 
mitted  to  operate  this  system  with  DC-3  or 
an  adequate  feeder  aircraft,  Wiggins,  just  as 
the  other  local  service  carriers  have  done, 
would  be  able  to  make  a  .satisfactory  show¬ 
ing  in  the  public  interest. 

We  regard  the  majority’s  decision  as  par¬ 
ticularly  unfortunate  because  it  is  made  in 
opposition  to  urgent  requests  on  the  part  of 
representatives  of  cities  and  State  civic  in¬ 
terests  as  well  as  outstanding  representatives 
of  the  political  subdivisions  of  New  England, 
all  of  whom  are  particularly  well  versed  in 
the  needs  and  deficiencies  of  the  air  trans¬ 
portation  system  of  New  England.  We  can¬ 
not  agree  with  the  majority  that  the  natural 
interest  which  these  public-spirited  New 
England  citizens  have  expressed  should  be 
ignored  when  even  the  majority  cannot  deny 
that  the  route  system  which  Wiggins  was 
operating  could  have  been  substantially  im¬ 
proved  in  this  case  so  that  the  cities  in  the 
New  England  area  could  have  had  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  a  true  local  service  experiment. 

Josh  Lee. 

Joseph  P.  Adams. 


CIVIL  AREONAUTICS  BOARD  PRO¬ 
CEEDINGS  AGAINST  NORTk  AMER¬ 
ICAN  AIRLINES 

Mi-.  HENNINGS.  Mr.  President,  on 
Saturday,  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
spoke  to  the  Senate  briefly  concerning 
the  pending  enforcement  proceedings 
which  have  been  brought  by  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  against  North  Amer¬ 
ican  Airlines.  Because  of  the  lateness 
of  the  day,  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
spoke  only  briefly,  and  obtained  permis¬ 
sion  to  insert  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  the  remainder  of  his  speech  and  a 
memorandum.  I  had  also  intended  to 
speak  on  Saturday  concerning  the  same 
problem,  but  because  other  Senators 
were  obviously  anxious  to  adjourn  the 
Senate,  I  deferred  saying  anything  until 
today. 

Over  the  past  week  I  received  numer¬ 
ous  telegrams  from  people  in  Missouri 
protesting  against  enforcement  proceed¬ 
ings  against  North  American  Airlines 
and  urging  that  I  speak  against  this 
action. 

This  is  a  matter  on  which  up  to  this 
time  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to 
familiarize  myself  in  detail,  and  for  this 
reason  I  was  very  much  interested  in  the 
remarks  of  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]. 
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For  several  years,  as  one  of  the  air 
traveling  public,  I  have  been  aware  of  the 
growth  of  the  so-called  nonscheduled  air 
lines  and  of  their  great  contribution  to 
American  .aviation.  I  also  have  been 
aware  of  fact  that  from  the  inception 
of  regulation  by  the  .Civil  Aeronautics 
Board,  the  air  transport  industry  has  had 
a  shrinkage  in  the  number  of  scheduled 
air  lines  from  16  to  13,  rather  than  a 
growth. 

We  in  the  United  States  have  long 
since  come  to  feel  that  we  do  not  fear 
or  oppose  bigness,  as  such,  in  industry 
or  anything  else.  On  the  other  hand, 
we  have  for  many  years  been  opposed  to 
monopoly  in  any  form.  We  have  laws 
which  prohibit  the  growth  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  monopolies,  but  these  conspira¬ 
cies  in  restraint  of  trade  nonetheless — 
as  we  well  know — and  as  last  year  I 
showed  in  connection  with  the  interna¬ 
tional  oil  cartel — continue  to  develop.  I 
hope  a  monopoly  is  not  threatened  in  the 
air  transport  industry,  but  I  must  say, 
on  the  basis  of  considerable  evidence  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
and  on  the  basis  of  the  questions  which 
he  raised  in  his  speech  on  Saturday,  I 
am  compelled  to  express  great  concern 
over  the  administration  of  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Act  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  stated  on 
Saturday  that  the  North  American  Air¬ 
lines  is  the  largest,  most  reliable,  and 
most  experienced  carrier  among  the  in¬ 
dependent  nonscheduled  air  carriers. 
He  noted  that  they  receive  no  subsidy 
from  the  Treasury,  and  have  never  re¬ 
ceived  a  subsidy;  that  they  have  a  fine 
record  of  safety.  The  charge  against 
them  seems  to  be  that  they  are  guilty, 
in  the  eyes  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board,  of  flying  too  frequently,  too  regu¬ 
larly,  and  in  some  instances,  of  conduct¬ 
ing  their .  business  in  a  manner  similar 
to  that  of  the  certificated  carriers  in  re¬ 
gard  to  honoring  passenger  tickets 
among  each  other.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  stated  that  the  regulations 
which  this  carrier  is  charged  with  violat¬ 
ing  had  been  repeatedly  challenged  in 
recent  hearings  conducted  by  the  Senate 
Small  Business  Committee,  in  the  course 
of  which  the  Senator  said  it  was  shock¬ 
ingly  revealed  that  these  regulations 
had  a  premeditated  motive  designed  to 
deprive  one  segment  of  the  aviation  in¬ 
dustry — the  nonscheduled  independent 
carrier — of  economic  survival. 

These  are  serious  charges,  and  many 
other  serious  questions  were  raised  on 
Saturday  about  this  pending  enforce¬ 
ment  proceeding.  One  must  remember 
that  this  nonscheduled  carrier  was  or¬ 
ganized  by  veterans  of  World  War  II, 
with  the  help  of  and  on  the  urging  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and  without 
airmail  subsidy.  This  group  of  com¬ 
panies  have  demonstrated  that  without 
the  airmail  subsidy,  which  the  regularly 
scheduled  airlines  get;' they  were  able  to 
operate  safely  a  fine  air  transport  service 
to  the  public,  at  greatly  reduced  cost. 
This  is  a  type  of  free  enterprise  about 
which  America  can  be  prouji,  and  one 
which  it  appears  to  me  we  wish  to  en¬ 
courage,  not  destroy. 

As  I  understand,  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  is  determined  to  go  forward  with 


these  enforcement  proceedings,  which 
would  put  this  large  independent  car¬ 
rier  out  of  business,  in  spite  of  protests 
from  congressional  committees  and 
Members  of  Congress.  It  seems  to  me 
that  in  view  of  the  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Senate  Small  Business 
Committee  and  the  importance  of  this 
carrier  to  the  air  transportation  indus¬ 
try,  the  decision  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  to  proceed  at  this  time  with  the 
enforcement  action  can  be  questioned. 
While  my  immediate  interest  in  this 
matter  has  been  occasioned  by  the  ap¬ 
peals  from  my  fellow  citizens  in  Missouri, 
I  have  for  a  long  time  viewed  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  the  air  transportation  industry 
with  increasing  concern. 

It  has  been  charged  repeatedly  that 
this  industry  is  threatened  with  monop¬ 
oly.  While  I  have  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  fully  acquaint  myself  with  the 
facts  concerning  the  charges  of  an  air 
cartel,  I  am  aware,  as  are  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  that  these  charges  are 
being  made  from  sources  which  appear 
substantial  and  reliable. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  I  think  the 
Congress  should  investigate  quite  thor¬ 
oughly  the  administration  by  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  of  the  air-transport 
industry,  and  either  should  lay  to  rest 
the  charges  which  have  been  made,  or 
should  take  some  action  to  correct  the 
alleged  trend  toward  monopoly,  if  the 
charges  are  substantiated. 

In  any  case,  I  wish  to  indicate  now 
that  I  am  very  much  concerned  with 
this  problem  and  intend  to  go  into  the 
matter  thoroughly.  At  a  later  date, 
after  I  have  had  more  time  to  study  this 
matter,  I  shall  speak  on  the  problem  at 
much  greater  length. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  following  my  remarks,  a  number  of 
telegrams  which  I  received  in  protest 
against  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board’s 
pending  enforcement  proceeding. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Kansas  City,  Mo;,  July  9,  1953, 
Senator  Tom  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  a  war  veteran  I  thought  I  was  fighting 
for  democracy  but  ever  since  I  have  come 
home  and  watched  the  CAB  killing  off  civil¬ 
ian  enterprise  in  aviation  I  ask  myself  if  I 
was  fighting  for  bureaucracy  at  home. 

Dale  Bowers. 

Kansas  City,  Kans.,  July  9, 1953. 
Senator  Tom  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Recently  had  to  see  my  son,  a  Korean  vet¬ 
eran  in  the  naval  hospital  in  San  Diego  and 
thanks  to  North  American  Airlines  was  able 
to  afford  the  trip  which  major  airlines  made 
prohibitive.  You  should  fight  for  any  group 
which  keeps  prices  down. 

Vincent  Abell. 

Kansas  City,  Mo.,  July  9,  1953. 
Senator  Tom  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Livelihood  of  myself  and  family  depend  on 
North  American  Airlines  in  Kansas  City. 
Peel  there  is  no  justification  for  putting 


this  line  out  of  business,  except  fear  of  its 
fine,  safe,  low-cost  service.  Hope  you  will 
help. 

Jimmy  Johnston,  Sr.. 

Eddie  Jones. 

Lothar  Knuath,  Sr. 

Lothar  Knatjth. 

North  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  July  9,  1953. 
Senator  Tom  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building: 

We  have  worked  for  North  American  Air 
Lines  more  than  3  years.  But  this  is  more 
than  a  job.  It  is  a  cause  with  a  principle 
involved  and  your  voice  should  be  heard  on 
this  vital  issue. 

Capt.  R.  B.  Hal, 
Capt.  D.  Bunch, 
Capt.  E.  Tavega, 

Kansas  City,  Mo„  July  9,  1953. 
Senator  Thomas  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

It  was  fine  for  you  to  fight  the  book  burn¬ 
ing.  How  about  stopping  the  underhanded 
destruction  of  free  enterprise  in  aviation? 
North  American  Air  Coach  is  being  executed 
because  it  is  a  menace  to  monopoly.  Appre¬ 
ciate  knowing  what  you  will  do  to  alert  coun¬ 
try  to  stop  this. 

Capt.  D.  J.  Keeler, 

Capt.  J.  P.  Newkirk, 

Capt.  Joseph  Dillard, 

North  American  Airlines. 

Kansas  City,  Mo.,  July  6,  1953. 
Senator  Thomas  C.  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urgently  request  you  advise  what  specific 
steps  you  will  take  to  prevent  CAB  from  its 
harassment  and  destruction  of  North  Amer¬ 
ican  Airlines,  which  employs  over  400  people 
and  last  year  carried  8,700  people  in  and  out 
of  Kansas,  City.  Currently  CAB  using  flimsy 
technical  grounds  to  bring  lengthy  and  ex¬ 
pensive  proceedings  with  view  to  killing 
North  American.  Understand  Senator  Thye 
and  Senate  Small  Business  Committee  have 
intervened,  as  has  Senator  Tobey,  but  Board 
disregards  all  merits  involved  and  is  bent 
upon  strangulation  by  regulation,  which  is 
designed  to  destroy  all  Independent  enter¬ 
prise  and  aviation.  Despite  court  interven¬ 
tion,  CAB  is  launching  its  extermination 
proceedings  July  6. 

Feel  your  voice  should  be  raised  on  Senate 
floor  to  prevent  economic  murder.  This  is 
not  only  vital  to  the  traveling  public  of 
Missouri  but  to  the  breadwinning  veterans 
who  built  this  industry.  Upon  your  effec¬ 
tiveness  depends  question  whether  air  over 
America  belongs  to  few  subsidized  monopoly 
airlines  or  the  American  public. 

Please  advise  action  which  you  will  under¬ 
take. 

V.  Gordon, 

Regional  Manager,  North  American 
Airlines. 

Kansas  City,  Mo.,  July  9,  1953, 
Senator  Thomas  Hennings,  Jr., 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Feel  North  American  Airlines  survival  ab¬ 
solutely  necessary  as  a  last  stand  to  save 
free  enterprise  in  aviation.  It  is  the  larg¬ 
est  nonsked  with  perfect  safety  record;  pro¬ 
vides  air  transportation  to  millions  in  low 
income  bracket.  As  originator  of  air-coach- 
type  service,  creating  new  flying  market, 
which  will  be  left  without  air  transporta¬ 
tion  or  forced  to  pay  double  on  luxury  line 
of  monopoly  system. 

V.  Gordon, 

Regional  Manager. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  completed  congressional  action  on  wheat-quotas'  bill.  House 
debated  supplemental  approor iation  bill.  Senate  committees  reported  bills  to  prohibit 
unfit-wheat  blending,  authorize  exchange  of  reclamation  farm  units,  and  extend  exoess<- 
orofits  tax. '■  House '  subcommittee  approved  bill  permitting  public-f  or-private  timber- 
land  exchanges.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  1st  ahd  2nd  independent  offices 
appropriation  bills.  President  approved  drought-relief  and.  Vh  eat-quotas  bills. 

SENATE 


1,  ’WHEAT .  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5453-,  to  amend  the  - 

wheat  marketing  quota  law  (pp,  6977-8,  9014-5).  This  bill  was  then  approved  by 
the  President,  As  finally  passed,  the  bill  fixed  the  1954  national  wheat  acreage 
|  allotment  at  62,000,000  acreas  (House  figure,  66,000,000;  Senate,  61,000,000); 
fixed  the  wheat  penalty  at  45 £  of  parity;  and  made  no  change  in  the  exemption  ♦ 
levels  of  the  previous  legislation.  * 

4  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  23.37,  to  prohibit  the 
blending  of  wheat  imported  as  unfit  for  human  consumption  with  wheat  suitable  for 
human  consumption  (3,  Rept.  523 )(p.  9004). 

.  .'V  ‘ 

2,  RECLAJATIOH.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

S.  887,  to  permit,  the  exchange  and  amendment  of  farm  units  on  Federal  irrigation 
projects  (S.  Rent.  531) (p.  9004). 

r  ’  ‘  , 

-»  ;  -s 

3,  HATER  COMPACT.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

S.  1197,  to  grant  consent  to  negotiation  by  Nebr.,  Wyo • ,  and  S.  Dak.  of  inter¬ 
state  water  compacts.  (S»  Rept,  527) (p.  9004).  *  ..  -*  -■ 

/  v  *  '  '  '  '  ''  '  .  ■ 

s 

4,  RUBBER.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  2047,  to 

provide  for  sale  of  Government-owned  rubber-producing  plants  (S.  Rept,  579)- 
(p.  9004).  '  * 

5/  TAXATION.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  amendment,  H.  Rv  5698,  to  extend  • 
the  excess-profits  tax  un£il  Dec.  31,  1953  (S.  Kept.  576) (p.  9004). 


6.  7RAFSPCRTAT ION •  '  The  D,  C,  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S*  Res.  340,  to 

provide  for  an  investigation  of  transportation  facilities  serving  D.  C.  (S.  Kept. 
577) (pp.  9009-10).  '  • •  •  •  .  * 

7.  DROUGHT  RELIEF.  Sen,  Schoeppel  inserted ‘the  report  ‘of  the  Governors  attending 

the  seven-State  drought  conference  July  10  (pp.  9011-12) , 

8.  ST.  LAURENCE  UATEKNAY.  Received  a  .'is.  Legislature  memorial  favoring  this  pro¬ 

ject  (p.  9003). 

9.  FRIGS  SUPPORTS;  ELECTRIF ICATION •  Sen.  -Langer  inserted  a  Farmers'  Union  local 

resolution  favoring  farmer  committees,  100$  supports,  the  old  parity  formula,  and 
the  REA  programs  (pp.  9003-4). 

'  •  ‘  *  ’  excess-profits  tax  and 

10.  LEGISLATIVE  PEOGRAN  as  announced  by  Sen.  Knov/landj  Today, /various  bills  including 

those  on  fur  loans  and  transfer  of  a  research  station  to  N.  C. ;  Sat.,  calendar; 
next 'week,  appropriation  bills  (p.  9024). 

‘  *  .  ..  j. 

HOUSE  r 

( 

11.  \PFR0FRlATI0NS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  6200,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill, 

1954  (pp.  8958-76). 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  N.  R,  4663  and  5690,  the  first  and  second 
independent  offices  appropriation  bills  for  1954  (pp.  8949-50).  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  been  appointed. 

12.  BUILDINGS.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Dondero,  referred  back  to  the  Public  Porks 

Committee  H.  R.  5406,  authorizing  GSA  to  acquire  real  property  and  provide  for 
construction  of  public  buildings  for  housing  of  Federal  agencies  by  executing 
purchasing  contracts  (p.  8950).  / 

13.  EDUCATION.  Passed  with  amendment  N.  R.  6078,  extending  for  2  years,  to  June  30, 

1956,  the  Federal  program  for  providing  financial  assistance  for  schools  in 
areas  affected  by  Federal  activities  (op.  8978-93). 

LANDS. 

14.  FORESTRY f/  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  t< 

report  to  the  full  Committee  H.  R.  4646,  to  permit  Government  acquisition  of 
private  lands  in  exchange  for  public  forest  lands  of  equal  value;  and  H.  R. 

6186,  authorizing  the  Interior  Department  to  grant  a  preference  right  to  users 
of  withdrawn  public  lands  for  grazing  purposes  when  these  are  restored  from 
withdrawal  (p.  D7G3). 

Conferees  -.-ere  appointed  for  K.  R*  5134>  to  provide  for  U,  S.  jurisdiction 
over  submerged  lends  of  the  outer  continental  shelf  (p.  3950)* 

15.  CO? 3 ITT GE  ASSIGN! ENT.  Rep*  Bowler  was  elected  to  the  Education  and  Labor  Com¬ 

mittee  (p.  8950). 

3.6,  EXPENDITURES.  Rep.  Hoffman  inserted  articles  favoring  H.  R.  2,  to  limit  Federal 
expenditures  to  estimated  revenues  (pp.  8955-6). 

17.  ST.  LAURENCE  TATERY/AY •  Received  a  Y;is<*  Legislature  memorial  favoring  this  pro¬ 
ject  (p.  90C0), 

18*  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  ,  Rep.  Kean  discussed  father  improvements  needed  in  the  social- 
security  program  and  his  bills  to  accomplish  this  (pp*  8993-7). 
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WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTAS 


July  14,  1953. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hope,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the  following 


CONFEBENCE  KEPOBT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  5451] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to 
amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  2,  and  3  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  sixty-two ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

William  S.  Hill, 

W.  R.  PoAGE, 

George  Grant, 

Managers  on  the  Partjof  the  House 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of 
the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  made  four  amendments  to  the  House  bill.  The  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  has  agreed  to  recommend  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  Senate  amendments  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3,  and 
that  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  Senate  No.  4  and 
agree  to  that  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

1.  Amendment  No.  1  deals  with  the  basis  on  which  the  Secretary 
is  to  allot  to  irrigation  projects  and  other  new  areas  the  1  percent  of 
the  national  acreage  allotment  of  wheat  which  is  set  aside  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill,  the  Secretary  would 
allot  this  acreage  on  the  basis  of  the  new  areas  coming  into  production 
of  wheat  during  the  10  calendar  years  “immediately  preceding”  the 
calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  proclaimed. 
The  Senate  amendment  changed  the  words  “immediately  preceding” 
to  “ending  with”.  This  will  have  the  effect  of  requiring  the  Secretary 
to  take  into  consideration  the  latest  available  records  of  wheat 
production  in  distributing  this  1 -percent  reserve. 

2.  This  amendment  adds  language  not  in  the  House  bill  which  will 
have  the  effect  of  repealing  the  now  obsolete  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  establisliing  a  penalty  of  15  cents  per  bushel 
for  wheat  grown  in  excess  of  marketing  quotas.  This  provision  has 
been  superseded  several  times  by  later  and  higher  penalty  provisions 
but  for  some  reason  has  not  been  previously  repealed.  It  is  specifi¬ 
cally  superseded  by  section  3  of  the  bill  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees, 
which  has  the  effect  of  establishing  the  wheat  penalty  at  45  percent 
of  the  parity  price. 

3.  The  House  bill  contained  provisions  which  would  have  changed 
the  present  law  relative  to  exemption  of  small  wheat  growers  from 
quotas,  by  raising  the  exemption  level  from  15  acres  or  200  bushels 
to  25  acres  or  400  bushels.  Senate  amendment  No.  3  eliminated 
these  provisions  from  the  bill.  By  agreeing  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  the  committee  of  conference  reports  a  bill  which  will  leave  the 
present  exemption  levels  unchanged  at  15  acres,  or  200  bushels  of 
wheat. 

4.  The  fourth  amendment  of  the  Senate  changed  from  66  to  61 
million  acres  the  statutory  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  for 
1954.  The  compromise  recommended  by  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  will  establish  the  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  for  1954 
at  62  million  acres. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 
William  S.  Hill, 

W.  R.  POAGE,H! 

George  Grant, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 

O  ilOO.Y: 
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We  are  all  familiar  with  the  expression 
“lead  time”  in  connection  with  produc¬ 
tion  and  supply.  In  the  field  of  medical 
supply  it  is  especially  significant  and  we 
should  not  be  misled  into  a  false  econ¬ 
omy  at  the  cost  of  serious  damage  to  our 
civil  defense  program  because  we  have 
misunderstood  these  special  conditions. 

The  FCDA’s  medical  supply  program 
has  a  dual  function:  First,  that  of  pro¬ 
viding  for  local  stockpiling  on  a  match¬ 
ing  fund  basis  under  the  Federal  con¬ 
tributions  program  to  provide  for  emer¬ 
gency  medical  care  and  public  health 
services  in  the  first  few  post-attack 
hours;  and  second,  that  of  establishing 
Federal  backup  reserves,  financed  en¬ 
tirely  by  the  Federal  Government  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  continuance  of  such  care 
and  services  after  the  first  few  post¬ 
attack  hours  and  through  the  post¬ 
attack  emergency  period. 

Only  those  quantities'  and  types  of 
supplies  needed  for  about  the  first  four 
post- attack  hours  are  being  stored  by 
our  communities.  The  remainder  of  the 
supplies  needed  to  carry  a  community 
i  for  the  emergency  period  would  be  stored 
by  the  FCDA  in  warehouses  strategically 
placed  to  serve  the  67  target  areas.  To 
store  within  each  of  these  areas  all  of  the 
supplies  needed  by  all  nearby  target 
areas  for  3  weeks  casualty  care  would 
be  an  unwarranted  drain  on  production 
and  money.  It  is  estimated  that  such  a 
plan  for  each  target  area  would  cost 
3  to  5  times  as  much  as  the  plan 
proposed  by  the  FCDA. 

Two  major  factors  condition  the  prob¬ 
lem  that  the  FCDA  program  is  designed 
to  solve:  First,  the  fact  that  inventories 
of  normal  medical  supplies  of  a  com¬ 
munity  are  extremely  small  when  com¬ 
pared  to  the  quantities  and  types  of 
those  needed  in  a  civil  defense  emer¬ 
gency;  and,  second,  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  advised  the  Federal  Civil 
Defense  Administration  that  the  Armed 
Forces  stockpile  of  medical  supplies  and 
equipment  will  not  be  available  to  civil 
defense  in  an  emergency  without  se- 
iriously  jeopardizing  military  medical 
operations,  except  perhaps  on  an  ex¬ 
tremely  limited  basis. 

Most  surgical  supplies  are  shipped  al¬ 
most  immediately  from  the  production 
line  to  the  hospital  or  physician  con¬ 
sumer,  frequently  without  any  inter¬ 
mediate  retail  step.  Most  manufactur¬ 
ers  warehouse  their  products  only  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  maintain  these 
shipments.  Inventories  of  retail  surgi¬ 
cal  supply  dealers,  sufficient  for  only  30 
or  60  days  of  normal  peacetime  consump¬ 
tion,  would  in  an  emergency  be  exhausted 
almost  immediately.  For  example,  a 
Department  of  Commerce  study  of  sur¬ 
gical  instruments  and  equipment  re¬ 
vealed  that  within  a  100-mile  radius  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  there  were  not 
enough  supplies  in  the  hands  of  dealers 
to  equip  a  single  100-bed  hospital.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  retail  medical  and  surgical 
supply  dealers  are  generally  situated  in 
the  business  sections  of  cities  and  are, 
therefore,  highly  vulnerable  in  the  event 
of  attack. 

Hence,  it  is  very  apparent  that  we 
must  carry  forward  the  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  for  medical  stockpiling  against 


the  enormous  casualty  load  that  will  be 
thrown  upon  the  health  and  special  wea¬ 
pons  defense  services  of  Civil  Defense 
if  we  are  to  have  any  assurance  that 
we  will  be  able  to  survive  the  crushing 
blow  of  an  all-out  attack  with  the  wea¬ 
pons  of  modern  war. 

In  deepest  sincerity,  I  urge  that  the 
FCDA  be  given  the  funds  it  must  have 
to  assure  us  adequate  medical  care  and 
health  protection  which  would  be  so 
desperately  needed  if  the  enemy’s  atomic 
bombs  ever  fall  on  our  cities. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  those  who  have 
visited  the  tornado-stricken  areas  know 
full  well  what  civil  defense  can  do  and 
how  extremely  necessary  it  is,  and  that 
President  Eisenhower  has  directed  the 
Civil  Defense  to  assist  in  stricken  areas. 
Anyone  who  has  visited  and  seen  Oper¬ 
ation  Doorstep  knows  how  vital  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  dangers  of  bombings,  fires 
and  other  disasters  and  what  to  do  to 
help.  I  suggest  that  all  Members  of 
Congress  visit  the  exhibitions  given  by 
Civil  Defense  at  the  college  in  Maryland. 


WHEAT  MARKETING  QUOTA 
PROVISIONS 

Mr.  HOPE  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the  wheat 
marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  786) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6451)  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con¬ 
ference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  1,  2,  and  3  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  "sixty-two”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

William  S.  Hill, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Geo.  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend 
the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the 
following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

The  Senate  made  four  amendments  to  the 
House  bill.  The  committee  of  conference 


has  agreed  to  recommend  that  the  House  re¬ 
cede  from  its  disagreement  to  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  1,  2,  and  3,  and  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  Sen¬ 
ate  No.  4  and  agree  to  that  amendment  with 
an  amendment. 

t.  Amendment  No.  1  deals  with  the  basis 
on  which  the  Secretary  is  to  allot  to  irriga¬ 
tion  projects  and  other  new  areas  the  one 
percent  of  the  national  acreage  allotment 
of  wheat  which  is  set  aside  for  this  purpose. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill,  the 
Secretary  would  allot  this  acreage  on  the 
basis  of  the  new  areas  coming  into  produc¬ 
tion  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years 
"immediately  preceding”  the  calendar  year 
in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
proclaimed.  The  Senate  amendment 
changed  the  words  "immediately  preceding” 
to  “ending  with.”  This  will  have  the  effect 
of  requiring  the  Secretary  to  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  latest  available  records  of 
wheat  production  in  distributing  this  one 
percent  reserve. 

2.  This  amendment  adds  language  not  in 
the  House  bill  which  will  have  the  effect  of 
repealing  the  now  obsolete  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  establishing  a 
penalty  of  15  cents  per  bushel  for  wheat 
grown  in  excess  of  marketing  quotas.  This 
provision  has  been  superseded  several  times 
by  later  and  higher  penalty  provisions  but 
for  some  reason  has  not  been  previously  re¬ 
pealed.  It  is  specifically  superseded  by  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  bill  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees,  which  has  the  effect  of  establishing 
the  wheat  penalty  at  45  percent  of  the  parity 
price. 

3.  The  House  bill  contained  provisions 
which  would  have  changed  the  present  law 
relative  to  exemption  of  small  wheat  grow¬ 
ers  from  quotas,  by  raising  the  exemption 
level  from  15  acres  or  200  bushels  to  25  acres, 
or  400  bushels.  Senate  amendment  No.  3 
eliminated  these  provisions  from  the  bill. 
By  agreeing  to  the  Senate  amendment,  the 
committee  of  conference  reports  a  bill  which 
will  leave  the  present  exemption  levels  un¬ 
changed  at  15  acres,  or  200  bushels  of  wheat. 

4.  The  fourth  amendment  of  the  Senate 
changed  from  66  to  61  million  acres  the 
statutory  minimum  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  1954.  The  compromise  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  of  conference  will 
establish  the  minimum  national  acreage 
allotment  for  1954  at  62,000,000  acres. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 
William  S.  Hill, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

George  Grant, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  report  on 
the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the  wheat- 
marketing-quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  conferees  pretty  well  points 
out  the  differences  in  the  two  bills  and, 
unless  there  are  some  questions - 
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Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  direct 
the  gentleman’s  attention  to  the  first 
statement  contained  herein — that  the 
allotment  of  wheat  is  set  aside  for  this 
purpose,  dealing  with  the  irrigation  proj-, 
ects,  and  so  forth — does  that  apply  only 
to  those  projects  that  are  financed  by 
Government  reclamation  projects  or 
does  that  apply  to  general  irrigation. 

Mr.  HOPE.  It  applies  to  acreage 
which  Ijas  been  brought  into  production 
within  recent  years,  mostly  through  irri¬ 
gation  but  not  limited  to  that.  But  as 
it  applies  to  irrigation  it  is  not  limited 
to  irrigated  land  brought  in  under  the 
Reclamation  Service. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  And  it 
must  be  of  recent  origin.  As  you  and 
I  know,  in  the  West  there  have  been 
many  irrigation  projects  that  have  exist¬ 
ed  for  a  number  of  years  and  in  many 
instances  they  use  irrigation  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  growing  wheat.  Would  it  apply 
only  to  the  recent  ones  or  generally  to 
all  crops  that  have  been  grown  as  a  result 
of  irrigation? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Its  effect  would  be  to  ap¬ 
ply,  principally  at  least,  and  I  think  al¬ 
most  altogether,  to  the  recent  projects 
because  in  the  case  of  irrigated  areas 
which  have  been  in  existence  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years,  if  the  producers  had  desired 
to  grow  wheat,  they  would  have  built  up 
a  wheat  history  by  this  time.  It  is  de¬ 
signed  to  apply  particularly  to  those 
areas  which  are  now  coming  into  culti¬ 
vation  which  have  not  had  a  chance 
previously  to  build  up  a  wheat  history. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Under  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  there  is  allowed  a  total  of 
62  million  acres  of  wheat;  is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Along  the  line  of  the 
questions  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Rogers],  I  am  interested  to 
know  how  many  years  they  are  going  to 
take  for  the  average  on  the  individual 
farm.  Has  that  been  determined  yet? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Under  the  law  the  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  will  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
10-year  average  of  seeded  acreage,  and 
the  allotment  to  the  States  will  in  turn 
be  allotted  to  the  counties  on  the  basis 
of  a  10-year  average  of  seeded  acres. 
The  allotments  to  the  farms  will  be 
,jnade  on  a  formula  which  is  set  out  in 
the  law  and  which  includes  a  number  of 
factors. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  How  many  years  are 
you  going  to  allow  for  the  individual 
farm — 10  years? 

Mr.  HOPE.  No.  On  the  farm  it  is 
subject  to  a  number  of  factors  including 
the  number  of  tillable  acres,  crop  rota¬ 
tion  practices,  type  of  soil  and  the  acre¬ 
age  grown  on  the  farm  in  past  years. 
I  think  there  are  1  or  2  other  factors 
which  I  do  not  recall  at  the  moment. 


Mr.  RAYBURN.  What  would  be  the 
situation  on  a  farm  that  had  been  rais¬ 
ing  wheat  for  only  2  years? 

Mr.  HOPE.  It  would  be  up  to  the 
county  committee  to  apply  the  formula 
and  to  determine  the  weight  to  give  each 
of  the  factors  which  I  have  mentioned. 
While  previous  production  is  given 
weight,  the  committee  is  not  confined  by 
any  means  to  the  previous  history  of 
production;  the  allotment  depends  also 
upon  the  number  of  tillable  acres  on  the 
farm  and  upon  the  crop  rotation  prac¬ 
tices  on  the  farm  as  well  as  type  of  soil 
and  topography. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  Tillable  acreage  on 
the  farm? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  one  of  the  fac¬ 
tors,  but  it  is  up  to  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  to  give  the  proper  weight.  That 
is  a  factor  in  determining  what  the 
acreage  would  be  to  the  individual  farm. 

Mr.  RAYBURN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  , 


OPERATING  EXPENSES  OP  SCHOOL 

DISTRICTS  AFFECTED  BY  FED¬ 
ERAL  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6078)  to  amend 
Public  Law  874  of  the  81st  Congress  so 
as  to  make  improvements  in  its  provi¬ 
sions  and  extend  its  duration  for  a  .2- 
year  period,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6078,  with 
Mr.  Scrivner  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
general  debate  is  to  be  confined  to  the 
bill  and  to  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
McConnell]  and  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Barden]. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  McConnell]. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  H.  R.  6078  is  in 
effect  somewhat  in  the  nature  of  a  com¬ 
panion  bill  to  H.  R.  6049,  which  was 
passed  last  week.  The  bill  which  was 
passed  last  week,  H.  R.  6049,  provided 
Federal  payments  to  assist  in  the  con-'- 
struction  of  minimum  school  facilities 
in  districts  affected  by  Federal  impact. 

H.  R.  6078  amends  and  extends  Public 
Law  874,  a  law  which  provides  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  assistance  to 
school  districts  affected  by  Federal 
activities  of  the  Government,  principally 
due  to  the  defense  program  of  the 
country. 


The  appropriation  for  Public  Law  874 
for  this  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1954 
will  be  approximately  $60,500,000.  If 
this  bill,  H.  R.  6078,  were  in  effect  it 
would  reduce  that  amount  to  about  $50 
million.  Although  the  amounts  needed 
for  the  succeeding  2  years  cannot  be  esti¬ 
mated  accurately  it  is  estimated  that  the 
bill  would  effect  corresponding  re¬ 
ductions. 

.  The  new  bill  continues  the  section  of 
Public  Law  874  which  provides  for  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  school  district  on  property 
acquired  by  the  Federal  Government 
since  1938,  which  was  not  acquired  in 
exchange  for  other  Federal  property; 
which  had  an  assessed  value  of  not  less 
than  10  percent  or  more  of  the  assessed 
value  of  all  real  property  at  the  time  of 
acquisition,  which  has  placed  a  sub¬ 
stantial  and  continuing  financial  burden 
on  the  school  district;  and  from  which 
no  continuing  substantial  compensation 
is  being  received. 

Maximum  payments  to  a  local  educa¬ 
tional  agency  are  computed  by  formulas. 
The  number  of  children  under  certain 
categories  is  determined  as  follows : 

(a)  Children  in  average  daily  attend¬ 
ance  during  preceding  fiscal  year  who 
resided  on  Federal  property  with  parent 
employed  on  Federal  property,  situated 
in  whole  or  in  part  in  State,  or  within 
reasonable  commuting  distance  from 
school  district;  or  had  a  parent  who  was 
on  active  duty  in  uniformed  services,  as 
defined  in  section  102  of  Career  Com¬ 
pensation  Act  of  1949. 

(b)  Children  in  average  daily  attend¬ 
ance  during  preceding  fiscal  year  who 
either  resided  on  Federal  property,  or 
resided  with  a  parent  employed  on  Fed¬ 
eral  property  situated  in  whole  or  in  part 
in  State,  or  within  reasonable  commut¬ 
ing  distance  from  school  district.  Maxi¬ 
mum  payment  is  the  local  contribution 
rate  multiplied  by  the  sum  of  number 
children  category  (a)  and  one-half  the 
number  of  category  (b)  minus  2  percent 
of  difference  between  such  sum  and  total 
number  of  children  in  average  daily  at¬ 
tendance  during  preceding  fiscal  year. 

No  payment  under  this  section  unless 
sum  of  number  children  category  (a) 
and  one-half  number  children  category 
(b)  is  10  or  more. 

For  exceptional  circumstances,  Com- 
missoner  may  waive  or  reduce  the  2-per¬ 
cent  deduction  and  the  requirement  of 
10  or  more  children. 

Where  the  children  in  average  daily 
attendance  at  schools  of  a  local  educa¬ 
tional  agency  during  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1939,  exceeded  35,000,  there 
shall  be  a  3-percent  deduction  in  lieu  of 
2  percent,  and  the  Commissioner  may 
not  waive  or  reduce  the  3 -percent  de¬ 
duction. 

The  local  contribution  rate  is  obtained 
in  the  following  manner: 

First.  The  Commissioner  shall  deter¬ 
mine  which  school  districts  within  the 
State  are  generally  comparable  to  school 
district  for  which  computation  is  being 
made. 

Second.  He  shall  then  divide  (A)  the 
aggregate  current  expenditures — during 
second  fiscal  year  preceding  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  computation  is  being 
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quite  likely  that  all  we  have  invested  will 
be  lost. 

With  the  Kremlin  facing  difficulties 
with  its  satellites  and  suffering  internal 
dissension,  now  is  the  time  to  hold  fast 
to  the  united  effort  of  the  free  nations. 

If  we  were  to  curtail  our  program  for 
unification,  we  could  easily  turn  the  bal¬ 
ance  and  could  give  the  Soviet  a  new  ad¬ 
vantage.  The  effect  of  such  failure  on 
our  part  could  very  easily  be  so  drastic 
as  to  undermine  the  safety  and  security 
of  the  United  States  at  this  time. 

I  strongly  believe  that  in  this  great  un¬ 
dertaking  in  mutual  security,  the  time  is 
ripe  to  harvest  results  that  will  be  a 
lasting  gain  not  only  for  the  nations  we 
are  assisting  in  this  endeavor,  but  chiefly 
for  ourselves  and  for  the  future  of  our 
country. 

Mr.  President,  an  excellent  editorial 
on  this  subject  appeared  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Star  of  Sunday,  July  12.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point,  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Mr.  Dulles’  Warning 

In  his  appearance  before  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  Secretary  of  State 
Dulles  has  given  voice  to  a  solemn  and  alto¬ 
gether  persuasive  warning  against  any  fur¬ 
ther  cuts  in  President  Elsenhower’s  request 
for  funds  to  finance  this  year’s  program  of 
foreign  military  and  economic  aid  under  the 
Mutual  Security  Agency.  It  is  a  warning 
that  can  be  ignored  ony  at  the  risk  of  play¬ 
ing  fast  and  loose  with  the  safety  of  the 
Nation,  and  Congress  as  a  whole  will  do  well 
to  ponder  it  most  carefully. 

The  President  has  requested  a  bit  more 
than  $5.2  billion  for  the  MSA’s  operations — 
a  slash  of  $2.4  billion  in  the  sum  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  same  purpose  by  the  Tru¬ 
man  administration  last  January.  In  con¬ 
ference,  both  Houses  of  Congress  have  agreed 
on  compromise  legislation  to  authorize  a  to¬ 
tal  outlay  of  $5.1  billion,  and  now  several 
members  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  have  indicated  that  they  are  eager  to 
cut  much  more  deeply  into  the  funds  actu¬ 
ally  to  be  made  available.  Some  of  them 
have  defended  this  position  with  wholly 
demagogic  arguments  casting  unjustified 
aspersions  on  our  allies.  Others — with  bet¬ 
ter  sense,  but  shortsightedly — have  taken  the 
position  that  additional  economies  are  nec¬ 
essary  because  the  free  world’s  future  de¬ 
pends  largely  on  the  solvency  of  the  United 
States  and  because  that  solvency  is  threat¬ 
ened  by  our  record  peacetime  deficit  and 
ever-mounting  national  debt. 

Meeting  both  of  these  arguments  head-on, 
and  stressing  how  our  topmost  military  au¬ 
thorities  emphatically  view  the  MSA’s  out¬ 
lays  as  “the  cheapest  way  to  provide  for  our 
own  security,”  Mr.  Dulles  has  had  this  to  say 
to  the  Senators:  “You  can  cut  this  program 
substantially  if  you  want  to,  and  I’ll  tell  you 
just  what  will  happen.  The  entire  mutual- 
security  program  will  collapse.  All  free  coun¬ 
tries  will  say  they  had  better  try  to  go  it 
alone.  But  some  countries  will  find  they 
won’t  be  able  to  go  it  alone  and  will  fall 
prey  to  Soviet  communism.  Then  in  2  or 
3  years  wd  will  be  back  here  with  a  pro¬ 
gram  that  will  make  this  one  look  like  pea¬ 
nuts.  Meanwhile,  the  balance  of  power  will 
have  shifted  tremendously  in  favor  of  the 
Soviets  through  the  acquisition  of  additional 
industrial  capacity  and  the  vital  resources  of 
petroleum,  iron,  tin — and  war  will  have  been 
made  Just  that  much  closer  and  more  prob¬ 


able.”  Perhaps  this  exaggerates  a  bit,  but 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  such  a  possibility 
is  as  real  and  as  threatening  as  the  Kremlin. 

True  enough,  as  made  clear  by  what  has 
happened  to  Lavrenti  Beria,  there  is  trouble 
in  the  Soviet  Union  right  now,  and  con¬ 
ceivably  the  system  of  Red  totalitarianism 
may  be  headed  for  a  gigantic  crackup.  How¬ 
ever,  since  conceivabilities  are  far  from  being 
probabilities,  nothing  could  be  more  fool¬ 
ishly  or  dangerously  wishful  at  this  stage 
than  to  hope  for  the  best  without  at  the 
same  time  preparing  for  the  worst.  As  far 
as  mutual  security  is  concerned,  Congress — 
in  keeping  with  the  Dulles  warning — should 
govern  itself  accordingly. 


AID  TO  SMALL  BUSINESS— TELE¬ 
GRAM  FROM  GEORGE  J.  BURGER 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  not  to  exceed  2V2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  the  Senator  from  New  York  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  have  received  the  following  telegram 
from  Mr.  George  J.  Burger,  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  National  Federation  of  In¬ 
dependent  Business: 

July  14,  1953. 

Hon.  Herbert  Lehman, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Carrying  out  the  direct  expressed  vote  of 
our  nationwide  membership  they  favor  the 
adoption  of  the  so-called  Hill-Thye  bill, 
commonly  known  as  the  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act.  Our  testimony  before 
your  Committee  Banking  and  Currency  May 
27  was  all  inclusive  in  support  of  the  bill 
with  the  following  recommendation.  The 
proposed  new  agency  to  be  entirely  inde¬ 
pendent  with  all  policy  power  vested  entirely 
within  the  new  administration,  only  under 
control  of  the  Congress.  We  definitely  op¬ 
posed  the  inclusion  of  the  Secretaries  of 
Treasury  and  Commerce  on  the  policy-mak¬ 
ing  board.  Similar  position  was  taken  by 
this  association  in  our  appearance  before 
House  Banking  and  Currency  May  15.  The 
bill  should  be  a  satisfactory  bill  and  a  great 
help  to  small  business  if  the  new  adminis¬ 
tration  is  set  up  as  outlined  above.  Would 
you  be  kind  enough  to  read  this  message 
into  the  record 

George  J.  Burger, 

Vice  President,  National  Federation 
of  Independent  Business. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  glad  indeed 
to  have  had  the  opportunity  to  read  this 
message  into  the  Record,  inasmuch  as  it 
clearly  states  my  own  views  and  convic¬ 
tions,  as  well  as  those  of  many  of  my 
colleagues,  regarding  this  very  important 
legislative  proposal.  Unless  we  enact 
this  measure  or  a  similar  measure,  we 
shall  have  turned  our  backs  on  small 
business. 


LIMITATION  OF  POWER  TO  GRANT 
STAY  OF  EXECUTION  OR  SENTENCE 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
yesterday  I  introduced,  for  appropriate 
reference,  a  bill  (S.  2373)  to  limit  in  cer¬ 
tain  cases  the  power  of  a  single  justice 
or  judge  of  the  United  States  to  grant 
a  stay  of  execution  or  sentence  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding 
or  other  proceeding  collaterally  attack¬ 
ing  the  conviction  of  any  person. 


The  present  provisions  of  the  judicial 
code  allow  any  Federal  judge — a  dis¬ 
trict  judge,  a  circuit  judge,  or  a  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court— to  stay  an  execu¬ 
tion  or  a  sentence  within  his  territorial 
jurisdiction.  These  stays  are  used  to 
halt  not  merely  the  execution  of  Federal 
sentences,  but  the  execution  of  State 
death  penalties.  During  the  past  year, 
the  Chief  Judge  of  the  Ninth  Circuit  has 
stayed  at  least  one  California  sentence 
and  one  Nevada  sentence,  after  the  cases 
had  gone  all  through  the  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral  courts  on  direct  attack. 

Senators  are,  of  course,  familiar  also 
with  the  recent  instance  in  which  a  sin¬ 
gle  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  stayed 
the  sentence  of  two  convicted  criminals; 
and  the  Supreme  Court,  after  being 
called  back  in  extraordinary  session,  dis¬ 
solved  the  stay. 

The  bill  which  I  have  just  introduced 
would  limit  the  power  of  a  single  Fed¬ 
eral  judge  to  stay  a  sentence,  so  that  he 
could  do  so  only  during  the  time  when 
the  conviction  is  being  challenged  by 
direct  appeal  to  the  State  or  lower  Fed¬ 
eral  courts,  or  by  petition  for  certiorari 
to  the  Supreme  Court.  Under  this  bill, 
when  the  affirmance  on  appeal  has  be¬ 
come  final,  if  the  petitioner  thereafter 
seeks  to  bring  habeas  corpus  or  other 
form  of  collateral  attack  in  the  State 
or  Federal  courts,  a  stay  could  be 
granted  only  by  the  following  Federal 
judges: 

First,  by  the  district  judge  who  im¬ 
posed  the  sentence,  if  the  convict  was 
sentenced  in  a  Federal  court. 

Second,  by  a  majority  of  the  acting 
judges  of  the  appropriate  court  of  ap¬ 
peals. 

Third,  by  a  majority  of  the  full  bench 
of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 

In  drafting  this  bill,  Mr.  President,  I 
recognize  the  possibility  that  an  occasion 
might  arise  when  a  judge  or  justice 
would  see  fit  to  grant  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  on  a  date  so  close  to  the  date 
fixed  for  the  execution  of  the  convicted 
person  in  whose  behalf  the  writ  was 
granted,  that  it  would  appear  that  a  stay 
of  execution  might  be  necessary  in  or¬ 
der  to  effectuate  the  writ  of  habeas  cor¬ 
pus.  I  have  no  desire  to  interfere  in 
any  way  with  the  exercise  of  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  in  the  United  States, 
Mr.  President.  Therefore,  the  bill  con¬ 
tains  a  specific  provision  that  nothing 
within  it  shall  limit  the  power  of  any 
justice  of  the  United  States,  or  any  cir¬ 
cuit  or  district  judge  to  stay  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  a  sentence  of  death  in  connection 
with  any  habeas  corpus  proceeding  if  it 
appears  that  such  sentence  will  be  car¬ 
ried  out  before  such  proceeding  can  be 
disposed  of,  and  that  such  stay  is  es¬ 
sential  to  a  proper  disposition  of  the 
proceedings  under  the  writ. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
(S.  2373)  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  analysis  of 
chapter  153  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
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Is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after 
item  2255  the  following  new  item: 

“2256.  Stay  of  execution  or  sentence.” 

Sec.  2.  Title  28,  United  States  Code,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  inserting  immediately 
following  section  2255  of  such  title  a  new 
section  as  follows: 

"§2256.  Stay  or  execution  or  sentence 

"(a)  A  stay  of  execution  or  sentence  in 
connection  with  any  habeas  corpus  proceed¬ 
ing  or  other  proceeding  collaterally  attacking 
any  conviction  of  a  person  which  has  been 
affirmed  by  the  highest  court  of  any  State 
shall  be  granted  only  by  (1)  the  concurrent 
action  of  a  majority  of  the  circuit  judges 
of  a  circuit  who  are  in  active  service,  or 
(2)  the  concurrent  action  of  a  majority  of 
the  justices  of  the  United  States  who  are 
in  active  service. 

“(b)  A  stay  of  execution  or  sentence  in 
connection  with  any  habeas  corpus  proceed¬ 
ing  or  other  proceeding  collaterally  attack¬ 
ing  any  conviction  of  a  person  obtained  in 
a  district  court  and  affirmed  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court,  or  with  respect  to  which  the 
Supreme  Court  has  denied  certiorari,  shall 
be  granted  only  by  (1)  the  judge  who  pre¬ 
sided  at  the  trial  in  which  the  conviction 
was  obtained,  or  (2)  the  concurrent  action 
of  a  majority  of  the  circuit  judges  of  a  cir¬ 
cuit  who  are  in  active  service,  or  (3)  the 
concurrent  action  of  a  majority  of  the  jus¬ 
tices  of  the  United  States,  who  are  in  active 
service. 

“(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  limit  the  power  of  any  justice  of  the 
United  States,  or  any  circuit  or  district  judge, 
to  stay  the  execution  of  a  sentence  of  death 
in  connection  with  any  habeas  corpus  pro¬ 
ceeding  if  it  appears  that  such  sentence 
will  be  carried  out  before  such  proceeding 
can  be  disposed  of,  and  that  such  stay  is  es¬ 
sential  to  a  proper  disposition  of  such  pro¬ 
ceedings.” 


GREAT  LAKES  CONNECTING 
CHANNELS 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
hope  that  the  conferees  on  the  Army 
civil  functions  bill  will  retain  a  vital 
provision  for  an  engineering  survey  on 
the  deepening  of  the  Great  Lakes  con¬ 
necting  channels. 

Coming,  as  I  do,  from  an  upper  Lakes 
State,  I  am  naturally  deeply  concerned 
about  deep  water  access  to  Wisconsin, 
Michigan,  Illinois,  and  Minnesota. 

It  is  very  clear  that,  irrespective  of 
whether  the  United  States  takes  the 
sound  course  of  joining  with  Canada  in 
the  Great  Lakes  seaway,  it  will  be  ab¬ 
solutely  imperative  that  the  present 
channels  be  deepened. 

To  maintain  the  channels  at  their 
present  depths  would  be  equivalent  to 
having  a  two-lane  highway  as  the  only 
means  of  entering  and  leaving  Milwau¬ 
kee  or  Chicago  or  Los  Angeles,  in  this 
modern  age  of  transportation. 

The  modest  survey  funds  of  $100,000 
will  repay  themselves  manyfold  in  terms 
of  the  expanded  national  income  which 
will  result  from  increased  shipping. 

It  is,  in  my  judgment,  false  economy 
to  impair  what  will  obviously  be  vital 
revenue-raising  sources.  The  taxes 
which  will  be  paid  to  Uncle  Sam  on  the 
basis  of  increased  Great  Lakes  shipping 
will  more  than  compensate  for  the  cost 
of  the  surveys  and  the  cost  of  the  ulti¬ 
mate  channel  deepening. 

For  a  long  time,  we  of  the  Midwest 
have  watched  hundreds  of  millions  of 


dollars  being  poured  into  the  deepening 
of  various  ports  and  waterways  in  every 
section  of  the  Nation  but  our  own.  For 
waterways  which  do  not  carry  the  tiniest 
fraction  of  the  traffic  of  the  Great  Lakes, 
we  have  watched  the  expenditure  of 
funds  many  times  the  appropriations 
which  would  be  involved  in  upper  Lake 
channel  deepening. 

As  everyone  knows,  we  omitted  provi¬ 
sion  for  the  connecting  channels  from 
the  Great  Lakes-St.  Lawrence  seaway 
bill.  We  did  so  because  we  felt  that  each 
issue  should  be  taken  up  on  its  great 
merits— promptly,  favorably,  and  with¬ 
out  delaying  action  on  either  front. 

I  send  to  the  desk  the  text  of  an  edi¬ 
torial  from  last  Saturday’s  issue  of  the 
Milwaukee  Journal.  Appended  to  it  are 
excerpts  from  a  letter  sent  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  port  director  of  Milwaukee, 
Mr.  Harry  Brockel,  to  Representative 
Glenn  Davis,  a  member  of  the  House 
conference  committee  which  will  be 
working  on  the  final  report. 

Elsewhere  in  his  letter  Mr*.  Brockel 
dealt  with  numerous  technical  phases  of 
the  channel-deepening  survey. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  these  two  items  be  printed  in  the' 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
and  excerpts  from  the  letter  were  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Milwaukee  Journal] 

Deeper  Lake  Channels  Needed 
When  the  Eisenhower  administration  en¬ 
dorsed  the  Great  Lakes-St.  Lawrence  seaway 
from  Lake  Erie  to  Montreal,  it  was  under¬ 
stood  that  the  problem  of  deeper  channels 
in  the  lakes  above  Erie  would  be  handled 
by  ordinary  rivers  and  harbors  legislation. 

Obviously,  to  give  lake  ports  on  Huron, 
Superior,  and  Michigan  full  benefits,  the 
seaway  would  have  to  be  supplemented  by 
deepening  of  channels  that  connect  those 
lakes.  Now  the  downbound  and  two-way 
channels  between  the  lakes  have  a  low-water 
depth  of  25  feet.  To  start  with,  the  seaway, 
under  present  plans,  would  have  a  depth  of 
27  feet.  The  upper  lake  channels  should 
be  brought  to  at  least  future  seaway  depth. 

The  seaway  is  going  to  be  built.  Canada 
promises  that,  even  if  we  don’t  join  her  in 
the  project.  But  even  with  no  seaway,  deeper 
lake  channels  are  essential.  Iron-ore  car¬ 
riers  put  into  service  since  the  end  of  World 
War  II  can  carry  up  to  100  tons  more  of  ore 
for  each  additional  inch  of  immersion. 

Admiral  Spencer,  president  of  the  Lake 
Carriers’  Association,  told  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  in  May  that  lake 
shipping  is  able  to  carry  4  million  tons  more 
of  cargo  this  year-  because  of  unusually  high 
water  than  it  could  if  water  levels  were  at 
the  low  point  in  the  water  level  cycle. 

According  to  Harry  C.  Brockel,  Milwau¬ 
kee  port  director,  most  of  the  42  vessels 
added  to  the  lakes  ore  fleet  since  1945  have 
drafts  of  24  feet  or  more.  As  they  require 
an  additional  2  or  3  feet  for  underwater 
clearance,  or  “squat,”  the  25-foot  low  cycle 
water  level  which  limits  the  channels  is  not 
sufficient  if  they  are  to  carry  full  loads. 
Therefore,  we  need  deeper  channels  for  Great 
Lakes  traffic  even  before  the  seaway  is  built. 

In  order  to  compile  present  data  on  lakes 
channels  and  bring  information  up  to  date — 
things  necessary  for  any  consideration  by 
Congress  of  lakes  channel  projects — the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  included  $100,000  in  next  year’s 
budget.  The  House,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  its  Appropriations  Committee,  failed 
to  vote  $125,000  for  the  same  job.  The  meas¬ 
ure  now  goes  to  a  Senate-House  confer¬ 
ence,  where  it  is  to  be  decided  whether  the 


House  rejection  of  funds  or  the  Senate’s 
$100,000  is  to  stand  for  the  1954  budget. 

July  3,  1953. 

Hon.  Glenn  R.  Davis, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Davis:  *  *  *. 

The  present  25-foot  project  is  no  longer 
adequate.  It  is  indicated  that  a  project 
depth  of  the  order  of  27  feet  is  now  necessary 
to  serve  present  and  prospective  interlake 
traffic  alone. 

Tonnage  on  the  Great  Lakes  approximates 
our  total  foreign  waterborne  commerce.  On 
a  ton  mileage  basis,  it  exceeds  that  on  our 
inland  waterways  by  3.3  times,  and  that 
by  our  motor  trucks  by  1.6  times.  Iron  ore, 
limestone,  coal,  petroleum,  and  grain  are 
the  chief  commodities  moved  on  the  lakes. 
Deeper  channels  are  necessary  to  permit  han¬ 
dling  of  larger  ships  now  operating  and  in 
the  blueprint  stage,  to  reduce  unit  shipping 
costs,  and  thereby  arrest  spiralling  costs  for 
steel  production  and  money  other  items. 
These  larger  ships  are  designed  to  handle 
some  24,000  tons  of  ore,  equivalent  to  a 
freight  train  of  480  cars,  with  each  car 
loaded  to  50  tons. 

Deepening  of  the  connecting  channels, 
accordingly,  is  an  immediate,  pressing  prob¬ 
lem.  The  normal  investigative  report  is, 
however,  necessary  as  a  basis  for  congres¬ 
sional  project  authorization.  Such  a  survey 
dovetails  into  the  position  of  the  Eisenhower 
administration,  namely,  that  deepening  of 
the  connecting  channels,  Duluth  to  Lake 
Erie,  should  be  treated  separately  upon  its 
merits,  without  any  tie-in  with  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  seaway  27-foot  channel.  Lake  Erie  to 
Montreal.  Retention  of  the  item  of  $100,000 
specially  earmarked  for  the  connection  chan¬ 
nels  navigation  study,  is  an  absolute  ne¬ 
cessity. 

We  therefore  reiterate  our  request  that 
conferees  for  the  House  join  the  Senate  in 
supporting  a  budget  appropriation  for  this 
highly  important  purpose. 

Respectfully, 

H.  C.  Brockel, 

Chairman, 

AMENDMENT  OF  WHEAT  MARKET¬ 
ING  QUOTA  PROVISIONS  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF 
1938— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  5451)  to  amend  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  present 
consideration.  I  do  so  at  this  time  only 
because  the  House  still  has  to  act  on 
the  conference  report,  and  it  must  be 
processed  and  signed  today  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bush 
in  the  chair) .  The  report  will  be  read 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  report,  as 
follows : 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
5451)  to  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con¬ 
ference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
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numbered  1,  2  and  3  and  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  4,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment  insert  the  following:  “sixty- 
two”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 
William  S.  Hill, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  for  the  present 
consideration  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  report 
is  identical  with  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
Senate,  except  that  instead  of  providing 
for  a  61 -million-acre  limitation  on  allot¬ 
ments,  as  provided  in  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  Senate,  or  an  allotment  of  66  mil¬ 
lion  acres,  as  provided  in  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  conferees  agreed  upon  62  million 
acres  as  the  minimum  allotment  for  the 
program  for  1954. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  that  the  maximum 
or  the  minimum  allotment? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Sixty-two  million  acres 
is  the  minimum  allotment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  conferees  from  this  side  of 
the  aisle,  I  should  like  to  say  that  we 
were  completely  in  accord  regarding  the 
conference  report,  and  both  the  confer¬ 
ees  from  this  side  of  the  aisle  were 
happy  to  sign  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


WATERFRONT  COMMISSION  COM¬ 
PACT  BETWEEN  THE  STATES  OF 

NEW  JERSEY  AND  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  should  like  to  introduce  an  important 
piece  of  legislation,  and  to  address  my¬ 
self  briefly  to  the  subject  matter  thereof. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  rise  at  this  time  to  introduce  a  bill 
granting  the  consent  of  Congress  to  a 
compact  or  agreement  between  the  State 
of  New  Jersey  and  the  State  of  New 
York,  known  as  the  Waterfront  Com¬ 
mission  Compact. 

Acting  as  cosponsors  of  this  worthy 
legislation  are  the  senior  and  junior 
Senators  from  New  York,  the  senior  and 
junior  Senators  from  New  Jersey,  and 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

The  compact  between  those  two  great 
States  represents  the  culmination  of  the 
efforts  of  men  of  goodwill  to  obliterate 
the  long  years  of  powder-keg  conditions 
in  an  area  of  great  human,  social,  and 
economic  suffering — the  waterfront  of 
the  port  of  New  York. 


The  compact  requires  the  urgent  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives,  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
cause  if  it  is  not  ratified  at  this  session, 
the  two  States  would  have  to  establish 
separate  interim  administrations  to  su¬ 
pervise  the  regulations  embodied  in  the 
compact. 

This  would  be  a  costly  and  delaying 
procedure. 

It  would  weaken  the  power  of  the  fist 
which  would  otherwise  be  brought  down 
hard  to  smash  the  conditions  breeding 
evil  and  crime  throughout  the  port  of 
New  York’s  tortured  history. 

Mr.  President,  a  dela,y  would  bring 
about  unnecessary  duplication  by  two 
separate  State  commissions,  unless  the 
Congress  takes  the  necessary  action  to 
approve  the  compact. 

I  might  say,  parenthetically,  that  only 
recently  the  Senate  approved  a  bill  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Taft],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ferguson]  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
New  Jersey,  to  establish  a  Commission 
on  Federal-State  Relationships. 

The  Commission  will  attempt,  in  part, 
to  eliminate  those  overlapping  functions 
which  have  served  to  plagye  the  orderly 
processes  and  relationships  of  our  State, 
local  and  Federal  levels  of  Government. 

Surely,  Mr.  President,  we  would  not 
permit  congressional  inaction  to  con¬ 
tribute  to  further  duplication  of  effort  at 
the  State  level  as  it  concerns  New  York 
and  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey. 

The  bi-State  commission  plan  is  aimed 
at  cleaning  up  the  corruption  which  has 
strained  the  economy  not  only  of  the 
port  area  itself,  but  also  drained  the 
pocketbooks  of  consumers  and  taxpayers 
the  country  over. 

The  issue  before  the  Senate  is  a  rela¬ 
tively  simple  one,  Mr.  President.  _ 

Shall  we  not  add  our  blessings  to  the 
wedding  plans  which  have  been  worked 
out  by  two  of  our  great  States? 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  are  not  com¬ 
ing  to  the  Congress  for  help. 

Heaven  knows  that  the  findings  of  the 
various  State  crime  commissions  and  the 
Senate  subcommittee  headed  by  Senator 
Tobey  directed  our  sharpest  attention  to 
the  need  for  help  from  some  source. 

But  these  two  States  need  no  outside 
help;  just  the  cooperation  and  under¬ 
standing 'necessary  to  place  a  congres¬ 
sional  stamp  of  approval  upon  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  commission  from 
both  banks  of  the  port  of  New  York. 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  can  do  the 
job  themselves,  but  the  Constitution  re¬ 
quires  that  we  of  the  Congress  must 
agree  that  they  shall  have  that  oppor¬ 
tunity. 

Mr.  President,  please  permit  me  to  read 
from  article  1  of  the  compact  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  two  State  legislatures  and 
signed  by  Governors  Dewey  and  Driscoll, 
under  whose  inspired  leadership  this 
compact  was  born  and,  I  am  convinced, 
will  flower  into  an  effective  enforcement 
agency. 

Article  1  sets  forth  the  findings  which 
shook  and  rocked  the  American  people 
on  the  occasion  of  their  recent  public 
disclosures. 

In  this,  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  had  a  leading  hand. 


Article  1,  in  part,  says: 

The  States  of  New  Jersey  and  New  York 
hereby  find  and  declare  that  the  conditions 
under  which  waterfront  labor  is  employed 
within  the  port  of  New  York  district  are 
depressing  and  degrading  to  such  labor,  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  lack  of  any  systematic 
method  of  hiring,  the  lack  of  adequate  in¬ 
formation  as  to  the  availability  of  employ¬ 
ment,  corrupt  hiring  practices  and  the  fact 
that  persons  conducting  such  hiring  are  fre¬ 
quently  criminals  and  persons  notoriously 
lacking  in  moral  character  and  integrity. 

Mr.  President,  these  compacts  were 
passed  by  the  legislatures  of  both  States, 
by  an  overwhelming  vote. 

Mr.  President,  this  reference  in  article 
1  of  the  compact  reflects  the  legislative 
findings  which  concluded  that  the  meth¬ 
ods  for  hiring  waterfront  labor  and  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  public  loading 
and  stevedoring  are  uneconomic,  unjust, 
and  degrading  to  the  workingman. 

This  condition  fosters  waterfront 
crime  and  corruption,  and  adversely  af¬ 
fects  the  economical  and  expeditious 
handling  of  port  commerce. 

The  compact  therefore  declares  that 
the  current  practices  of  public  loaders 
must  be  eliminated  and  that  the  occu¬ 
pations  of  stevedores,  pier  superintend¬ 
ents,  hiring  agents,  pier  watchmen,  and 
longshoremen  must  be  regulated  in  the 
public  interest. 

In  summarizing  the  compact,  Mr. 
President,  there  are  five  basic  features 
in  the  plan  looking  toward  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  waterfront  labor  conditions. 

First,  it  would  license  pier  superin¬ 
tendents  and  hiring  agents — only  per¬ 
sons  of  good  character  will  be  licensed 
for  these  key  positions. 

The  license  must  be  requested  by  the 
employer  concerned ;  is  good  only  for  the 
duration  of  the  employment  and  may  be 
revoked  for  specified  cause. 

Secondly,  stevedores  and  port  watch¬ 
men  would  be  licensed. 

Third,  the  practice  of  public  loading 
would  be  abolished. 

This,  in  brief,  is  the  obnoxious  racket, 
unique  on  the  New  York  waterfront  and 
infested  by  racketeers,  by  which  loading 
and  unloading  truck-to-pier  cargo  re¬ 
quires  the  exacting  of  fees. 

Fourth,  the  compact  requires  the  reg¬ 
istration  of  longshoremen. 

The  right  to  register  is  absolute  unless 
the  person  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime, 
although  this  disqualification  may  be 
waived  by  the  Commission. 

Registration  may  also  be  forbidden  if 
the  longshoreman  is  engaged  in  subver¬ 
sive  activity  or  unless  his  employment  on 
the  waterfront  is  clearly  likely  to  en¬ 
danger  the  public  safety. 

Fifth,  the  compact  provides  for  the 
operation  by  the  Commission  of  region¬ 
ally  located  employment  exchanges  for 
registered  longshoremen  and  licensed 
port  watchmen. 

This  provides  for  the  replacement  of 
the  wasteful  and  unworthy  “shapeup” 
method. 

The  employment  exchanges  would 
provide  information  as  to  available  em¬ 
ployment  and  flexibility  in  obtaining; 
such  employment,  but  without  interfer¬ 
ence  with  employer-employee  freedom 
of  selection  or  with  provisions  of  collec¬ 
tive  bargaining  agreements. 
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Mr.  President,  I  emphasize  that  the 
rights  of  licensees  and  registrants  -  are 
carefully  protected  by  procedural  safe¬ 
guards  set  forth  in  article  11,  including 
hearings,  court  review,  and  other  re¬ 
quirements  for  the  protection  of  the 
individual. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  repeat  what 
Governor  Driscoll  of  my  own  State  said 
in  proposing  this  legislation  to  the  New 
Jersey  Legislature  in  a  recent  special 
message. 

The  Governor  said: 

It  is  now  proposed  to  create  an  interstate 
commission  to  free  the  port  district  from 
the  domination  of  gangsterism  and  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  promote  the  great  economic  assets 
of  our  country. 

In  effect,  Mr.  President,  we  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  are  now  being  asked  to  agree  with 
the  Governor  that  the  States  of  New 
Jersey  and  New  York  be  permitted  to 
work  out  their  own  problems  so  that  the 
hoodlums  may  be  driven  from  the  great¬ 
est  harbor  facility  the  world  has  ever 
known. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  yield? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  gladly  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Sentor  from  Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  listened  with  great  interest  to  the 
statement  of  the  waterfront  conditions 
which  the  Senator  has  described,  and  I 
think  the  governors  and  the  legislatures 
of  the  two  States  involved  are  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  trying  to  do  something  about 
this  problem. 

I  desire  to  say  that  the  major  credit 
for  bringing  the  Nation’s  attention  to  the 
bad  situation  which  has  prevailed  over 
a  period  of  many,  many  years  should  go 
to  the  distinguished  Sentor  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey].  He  has  made 
a  very  thorough  investigation  and,  as 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  has  so  well 
pointed  out,  it  is  the  result  of  his  investi¬ 
gation  and  other  investigations  which 
have  been  carried  on  which  have  pro¬ 
vided  a  basis  for  the  action  which  is  now 
proposed  to  be  taken.  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire,  in  the  face  of 
many  obstacles,  has  gotten  at  the  bottom 
of  the  nefarious  conditions  which  exist. 
I  know  we  are  all  glad  that  the  States 
themselves  are  taking  measures  to  clean 
up  the  situation. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
for  his  remarks.  I  associate  myself  with 
everything  he  has  said.  I  and  every 
other  good  citizen  of  New  Jersey  will 
ever  owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
for  the  good  fight  he  has  made  in  clean¬ 
ing  up  hoodlumism  in  many  areas  of  the 
country. 

Both  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
can  feel,  when  this  compact  has  been 
ratified,  as  I  am  sure  it  will  be  very 
soon,  that  they  have  made  a  valuable 
contribution  to  a  movement  which  will 
ultimately  rid  the  wonderful  port  of 
New  York  of  some  of  the  tragic  things 
which  have  been  occurring  there  in  re¬ 
cent  years. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  New' Hamp¬ 
shire. 

-Mr.  TOBEY.  I  merely  wish  to  say 
that  if  the  bill  is  referred  to  my  com¬ 
mittee,  I  promise  speedy  action. 

In  regard  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee,  what  he  has  said  is  really  only 
reflected  glory  for  me.  He  was  the 
leader  in  the  great  movement.  He  de¬ 
serves  a  large  part  of  the  credit.  I  fol¬ 
lowed  in  his  train. 

Did  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  hear 
me?  I  hope  he  did  not  miss  it.  It  was 
good.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire,  and  I 
say  again  that  we  of  New  Jersey  will 
ever  be  grateful  to  him  for  the  contribu¬ 
tion  he  has  made  to  this  cause  upon 
which  we  now  join  forces. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  this  magnificent  opportunity 
for  action,  the  Senate  must  act  with 
dispatch. 

A  delay  would,  of  course,  mean  that 
the  grand  plan  is  in  distress  before  its 
good  roots  can  take  hold. 

We  should  not  by  dilatory  tactics 
force  the  establishment  of  inferior,  un¬ 
coordinated  administrative  agencies  in 
the  separate  States  involved. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  are  to  be  against 
the  sin  of  the  waterfront,  let  us  be 
firmly  set  against  it  by  approving  this 
compact  of  self-help  forthrightly  and 
promptly. 

Let  us  not  be  for  this  sin  of  the 
waterfront  in  the  lateness  of  the  hour 
of  this  session,  and  be  against  its  sin 
at  some  hour  next  year  when  the  Con¬ 
gress  convenes  once  more. 

Let  the  appropriate  committee  ex¬ 
amine  its  well-conceived  provisions  im¬ 
mediately — 

Mr.  TOBEY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  call  a 
meeting  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Committee  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  hope  and  pray,  with  the  enthusiasm 
which  we  hear  expressed  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire,  that  his  distin¬ 
guished  committee  will  have  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  it  tomorrow  morning.  Then  let  this 
proposed  legislation  return  to  the  Senate 
floor  for  final  action  well  before  adjourn¬ 
ment  date. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  selfish  inter¬ 
ests  who  apparently  are  for  the  continu¬ 
ance  of  this  sin. 

The  New  York  district  council  of  the 
International  Longshoremen’s  Associa¬ 
tion  is  reported  to  have  voted  to  assess 
the  union’s  members  in  the  Port  of  New 
York  $5  a  man  for  a  fund  to  contest  the 
waterfront  reform  laws  enacted  by  the 
State  legislatures. 

We  know,  therefore,  of  the  forces 
which,  would  delay  the  final  enactment 
of  the  compact. 

The  Senate  of  the  United  States  must 
rise  to  meet  any  challenge  serving  to 
prevent  a  concerted  attack  against  this 
criminal  evil,  second  to  none  in  exacting 
tribute  from  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  introduce  the  bill 
for  appropriate  reference,  and  ask  that 
it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (S. 
2383)  granting  the  consent  of  Congress 
to  a  compact  between  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  and  the  State  of  New  York  known 
as  the  Waterfront  Commission  Compact, 
and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Hendrickson  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Ives,  Mr. 
Lehman,  and  Mr.  Tobey),  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the 
Commitee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  consent  of 
Congress  is  hereby  given  to  the  compact  set 
forth  below  to  all  of  its  terms  and  provisions, 
and  to  the  carrying  out  and  effectuation  of 
said  compact,  and  enactments  in  further¬ 
ance  thereof: 

“The  Waterfront  Commission  Compact  Be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  New  York  and  New 
Jersey  as  Authorized  by  Chapter  882  as 
Amended  by  Chapter  883  of  the  Laws  of 
the  State  of  New  York  of  1953,  and  by 
Chapter  202  as  Amended  by  Chapter  203 
of  the  Laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
of  1953 

“article  I 

"Findings  and  declarations 
“1.  The  States  of  New  Jersey  and  New  York 
hereby  find  and  declare  that  the  conditions 
under  which  waterfront  labor  is  employed 
within  the  port  of  New  York  district  are 
depressing  and  degrading  to  such  labor,  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  lack  of  any  systematic 
method  of  hiring,  the  lack  of  adequate  in¬ 
formation  as  to  the  availability  of  employ¬ 
ment,  corrupt  hiring  practices  and  the  fact 
that  persons  conducting  such  hiring  are  fre¬ 
quently  criminals  and  persons  notoriously 
lacking  in  moral  character  and  integrity  and 
neither  responsive  or  responsible  to  the  em¬ 
ployers  nor  to  the  uncoerced  will  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  members  of  the  labor  organiza¬ 
tions  of  the  employees:  that  as  a  result 
waterfront  laborers  suffer  from  irregularity 
of  employment,  fear  and  Insecurity,  inade¬ 
quate  earnings,  an  unduly  high  accident  rate, 
subjection  to  borrowing  at  usurious  rates  of 
interest,  exploitation  and  extortion  as  the 
price  of  securing  employment,  and  a  loss  of 
respect  for  the  law;  that  not  only  does  there 
result  a  destruction  of  the  dignity  of  an  im¬ 
portant  segment  of  American  labor!  but  a 
direct  encouragement  of  crime  which  im¬ 
poses  a  levy  of  greatly  increased  costs  on 
food,  fuel,  and  other  necessaries  handled  in 
and  through  the  port  of  New  York  district. 

“2.  The  States  of  New  Jersey  and  New  York 
hereby  find  and  declare  that  many  of  the 
evils  above  described  result  not  only  from 
the  causes  above  described  but  from  the 
practices  of  public  loaders  at  piers  and  other 
waterfront  terminals;  that  such  public  load¬ 
ers  serve  no  valid  economic  purpose  and 
operate  as  parasites,  exacting  a  high  and  un¬ 
warranted  toll  on  the  flow  of  commerce  in 
and  through  the  port  of  New  York  district, 
and  have  used  force  and  engaged  in  dis¬ 
criminatory  and  coercive  practices,  including 
extortion  against  persons  not  desiring  to  em¬ 
ploy  them;  and  that  the  function  of  loading 
and  unloading  trucks  and  other  land  vehicles 
at  piers  and  other  waterfront  terminals  can 
and  should  be  performed,  as  in  every  other 
major  American  port,  without  the  evils  and 
abuses  of  the  public  loader  system,  and  by 
the  carriers  of  freight  by  water,  stevedores, 
and  operators  of  such  piers  and  other  water¬ 
front  terminals  or  the  operators  of  such 
trucks  or  other  land  vehicles. 

“3.  The  States  of  New  Jersey  and  New  York  , 
hereby  find  and  declare  that  many  of  the 
evils  above  described  result  not  only  from 
the  causes  above  described  but  from  the  lack 
of  regulation  of  the  occupation  of  stevedores; 
that  such  stevedores  have  engaged  in  corrupt 
practices  to  induce  their  hire  by  carriers  of 
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Chapter  194  -  1st  Session 
H.  R.  5451 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  334  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (a)  after  the  words  “The  national 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  one  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  this 
subsection,”. 

(b)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  a  new  sentence  to  read 
as  follows:  “The  reserve  acreage  set  aside  herein  for  apportionment 
by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used  to  make  allotments  to  counties,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  county  allotments  made  under  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  needs  of  counties  for  additional 
allotment  because  of  reclamation  and  other  new  areas  coming  into 
the  production  of  wheat  during  the  ten  calendar  years  ending  with 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  is 
proclaimed. 

(c)  By  inserting  in  subsection  (b)  after  the  words  “The  State 
acreage  allotment  for  wheat”  the  language  “,  less  a  reserve  of  not  to 
exceed  3  per  centum  thereof  for  apportionment  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section,”. 

(d)  By  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  after  the 
words  “on  the  basis  of”  the  language  “past  acreage  of  wheat,”. 

(e)  By  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  the 
words  “such  county”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “the 
State”. 


Wheat, 
Marketing 
quotas . 

52  Stat.  53; 
56  Stat.  52. 
7  USC  1334. 
Reserve 
acreage. 
National. 


State. 


(f )  By  striking  out  in  subsection  ( d)  the  figure  “1940”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “1950”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  339  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  52  stat.  55. 
as  amended  (53  Stat.  55),  is  repealed.  7  usc  1339  • 

Sec.  3.  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (55  Stat.  203),  7  usc  1330> 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sentence  of  para-  134°* 
graph  (2)  the  language  “shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  basic  rate  of  Marketing 
the  loan  on  the  commodity  for  cooperators  for  such  marketing  year  P8nalty* 
under  section  302  of  the  Act  and  this  resolution.”  and  inserting  in  7  use  1302. 
lieu  thereof  the  language  “on  wheat  shall  be  45  per  centum  of  the  67  stat.  151. 
parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat  as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in/67  stat.  152. 

which  the  crop  is  harvested.”. _ _  _  / 

Sec.  4.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  (IT)  the  1954  allotment 
national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be 
less  than  sixty-two  million  acres;  and  '(b)  the  referendum  with  respect  Referendum, 
to  the  1954  crop  of  wheat  may  be  held  as  late  as  August  15,  1953. 

Sec.  5.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3  of  this  Act  shall  become  effective  with 
respect  to  the  1954  and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat. 
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All  67  Stat. 
7  USC  1301. 


Carryovers. 

63  Stat.  1051. 
7  USC  1421 
note. 

50  USC  90  note. 
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152. 

Sec.  6.  Section  301  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection 
“(d)”  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  In  making  any  determination  under  this  Act  or  under  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  with  respect  to  the  carryover  of  any  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity,  the  Secretary  shall  exclude  from  such  determina¬ 
tion  the  stocks  of  any  commodity  acquired  pursuant  to,  or  under  the 
authority  of,  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act 
(60  Stat.  596).” 

Approved  July  14  1953. 
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